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1.0 Introduction 

This document has been prepared as an Addendum to the previously-certified 1997 Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (SCH No. 96061052) and subsequent 2010 Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 96061052) for the Soledad Mountain Project as determined to be 
required by Kern County (“County” or “Lead Agency”) in accordance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”).  
 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC (“GQM” or “Applicant”), currently operates the Soledad Mountain 
Project, a gold/silver and aggregates surface mining operation (“Project”), located approximately five miles 
south of the unincorporated community of Mojave, California (see Figure 1).  Construction of the Project 
began in 2014 and mining commenced in March 2015. Full-scale surface mining operations, including 
material extraction, processing, refining, sales, and aggregate trucking, have remained ongoing since that 
time. 
 
Kern County has completed two major environmental review processes for the Project.  First, a joint 
National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and CEQA analysis (Kern County and BLM 1997) resulted 
in a joint Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (hereafter, “1997 EIR/EIS” 
or “1997 FEIR/EIS”) that became certified and final in 1997.  The County approved two conditional use 
permits (CUP 41, Map 213 and CUP 22, Map 214), as well as a reclamation plan and financial assurances 
consistent with the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (“SMARA”) for the Project following 
certification of the 1997 EIR/EIS.  Second, a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“2010 SEIR”) 
analyzing a smaller project within the larger Project that was analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS was certified in 
2010 (Kern County 2010) (approval of CUP 27, Map 196, amendment of CUP 41, Map 213 and CUP 22, 
Map 214). Together, these documents considered all of the topical issues in Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, including potential project and cumulative impacts, as well as the consequences of project 
implementation and potential project alternatives.  The Kern County Board of Supervisors adopted a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) as well as conditions of approval that remain 
applicable to the Project as currently operated.   
 
GQM is proposing to modify three existing Conditional Use Permits (No. 27, Map 196; No. 41, Map 213; 
No. 22, Map 214) and to amend the existing Reclamation Plan to re-authorize mining and related activities 
in a similar configuration as originally approved and permitted by the County and the Bureau of Land 
Management (“BLM”) in 1997 (the “Modified Project”). 
 
GQM currently proposes that the total time for certain mining activities be extended as follows: excavation 
for approximately 15 years, leaching for the production of gold and silver for 17 years (which overlaps with 
the 15 years of excavation), and a further 2 years of rinsing and drain down of the heap leach.  The 
production and sale of aggregate and construction materials is expected to continue for up to 40 years.  The 
proposed termination date for the Modified Project is April 10, 2061, subject to production rates and market 
demand.  The Project proposes no changes to the existing processing facilities, processing methods, mining 
methods, or truck traffic.  The Modified Project proposes reduced maximum daily and annual production 
rates compared to those analyzed in 1997.  
 



SECTION 1.0  
INTRODUCTION 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020  2 
 

This Addendum has been prepared to determine whether the re-authorization of mining operations in a 
similar configuration as was originally approved by the County and BLM in 1997 would result in new or 
substantially more severe significant environmental impacts compared with the impacts disclosed in the 
1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR. 
 
1.1 Lead Agency Contact Information 

Kern County Planning and Community Development Department 
Mr. Randall Cates, Planner III, Advanced Planning Unit 
2700 “M” Street, Suite 100 
Bakersfield, California 93301 
catesr@kerncounty.com 

 
1.2 Project Proponent/Applicant 

Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC  
Robert Walish, President 
2818 Silver Queen Road 
Mojave, California 93502-1030 

 
1.3 Addendum Organization 

This document is organized as follows pursuant to the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines: 

 Chapter 1 (Introduction) describes the background of the Project and prior environmental review 
processes completed in connection with the Project; explains the rationale for preparing an 
Addendum to the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR as the appropriate form of environmental review 
pursuant to CEQA; and explains the purpose, scope and content of the Addendum. 

 Chapter 2 (Project Description) describes the location and details of the Modified Project. 

 Chapter 3 (Environmental Analysis) evaluates whether the Modified Project would result in new 
or substantially more severe significant environmental impacts compared with the impacts 
disclosed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR. 

 Chapter 4 (List of Preparers) lists the individuals involved in preparing the Addendum. 

 Chapter 5 (References) lists the documents and individuals consulted during preparation of the 
Addendum. 

 
1.4 CEQA Standards and Scope of Review 

Because GQM requests an amendment to an existing entitlement for which CEQA review has already been 
completed, CEQA’s “subsequent review” standards apply.  (CEQA § 21166; see Melom v. City of Madera 
(2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 41, 48-49.) 
 
CEQA’s “subsequent review” standards provide that, once the environmental review process is complete, 
CEQA prohibits further environmental review of a project unless changes that require additional 
discretionary approval are proposed for the project. (CEQA § 21166.) If the proposed changes trigger 
further CEQA review, a lead agency must determine whether those changes necessitate a “subsequent” 
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EIR, “supplemental” EIR or “addendum” to the prior-approved EIR. (CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines 
§§ 15162-15164.) 
 
According to Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines: 

a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no subsequent EIR 
shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial 
evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the following: 

1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects; 

2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative Declaration 
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or 

3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been 
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified 
as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, shows any of the following: 

A. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous 
EIR or negative declaration; 

B. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than 
shown in the previous EIR; 

C. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in 
fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of 
the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative; or 

D. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those 
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation measure or alternative. 

 
In summary, whether and to what extent changes to an existing project require additional CEQA 
documentation is determined by comparing the potential impacts from the project changes to the analysis 
in the prior-certified EIR. CEQA requires a subsequent or supplemental EIR only where (1) substantial 
changes to a project, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding a project, or new information about 
the project that was not known and could not have been known; (2) results in new significant impacts or 
more severe significant impacts that were not analyzed in the prior EIR; and (3) which would require major 
revisions to address. (CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162; see City of Irvine v. County of Orange 
(2015) 238 Cal.App.4th 526, 539-540; A Local & Regional Monitor v. City of Los Angeles (1993) 12 
Cal.App.4th 1773, 1802-1804.) 
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Project changes that do not meet the above criteria may be addressed in an “addendum”. An addendum is 
appropriate where “some changes or additions [to the prior CEQA document] are necessary but none of the 
conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.” (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15164; Citizens Against Airport Pollution v. City of San Jose (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 788, 
796-797, 802.) 
 
Consistent with the above standards, this Addendum analyzes the environmental impacts of the incremental 
differences between the Modified Project and the Project analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS to evaluate whether 
those differences result in new or more severe significant impacts than were disclosed in the 1997 EIR/EIS 
and 2010 SEIR.  Table 2 in Section 2.0 below summarizes the differences between the Modified Project 
and the 1997 Project. 
 
The Modified Project, as discussed herein, does not involve substantial changes to the Project that was 
considered in the 1997 EIR/EIS and subsequent 2010 SEIR, does not involve new significant impacts or 
more severe significant impacts that were not analyzed in these previous environmental documents, and 
does not require major revisions to either the 1997 EIR/EIS or 2010 SEIR to address the changes proposed 
as part of the Modified Project. The County has accordingly determined that this CEQA Addendum to the 
1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR is appropriate and in compliance with CEQA. 
 
1.5 Evaluation of Alternatives 

CEQA requires a comparative evaluation of a proposed project and alternatives to the project, including the 
“No Project” alternative.  The 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR addressed a reasonable range of alternatives 
for the approved Project.  There is no new information indicating that an alternative that was previously 
rejected as infeasible is in fact feasible, or that a considerably different alternative than those previously 
studied would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. 
 
1.6 Adoption of Addendum 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(c), an addendum to an EIR need not be circulated for 
public review but can be included in or attached to the certified EIR. The decision-making body must 
consider the addendum with the certified EIR prior to making a decision on the project (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15164(d)).  Although not required, this Addendum is available for public review at the Kern County 
Planning and Natural Resources Department, 2700 M Street, Suite 100, Bakersfield, California 93301. 
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2.0 Project Description 

2.1.1 Project Title 

Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project 
 
2.1.2 Project Location 

The Modified Project site is located in unincorporated eastern Kern County, California, approximately two 
miles west of State Route 14 (SR-14), generally south of Silver Queen Road, and five miles south of the 
unincorporated community of Mojave (see Figure 1, Regional Location). SR-14 is the major route 
connecting Mojave, Rosamond, Lancaster, and the Los Angeles area.  
 
Routes from SR-14 to the Project site are Mojave-Tropico Road from the south and Silver Queen Road 
from the east, both existing paved County roads. Mojave-Tropico Road runs north-south on the west side 
of the Project site and curves east just north of the Project site, becoming Silver Queen Road. Silver Queen 
Road intersects SR-14 approximately two miles east of the Project site. The primary route for vehicular and 
truck traffic is from SR-14 and Silver Queen Road.   
 
2.1.3 Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses 

Figure 3 shows the General Plan Map Code Designations for the Project site. Most of the Modified Project 
site is in the “Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain – Elephant Butte and Vicinity – South of Mojave” area, 
which designates the Modified Project site for mineral extraction and processing, public lands, and low-
density residential development.  Portions of the Modified Project site are also designated 1.1 (Federal 
Land) by the Kern County General Plan. General Plan amendments are neither required nor proposed as 
part of the Modified Project. 
 
Figure 3 shows the existing zoning classifications for the Modified Project site, the majority of which is 
zoned A-1 (Limited Agriculture) with some areas zoned E 2 ½ (Estate 2.5 Acres), RS (Estate 2 ½ Acres, 
Residential Suburban Combining), A (Exclusive Agriculture) and A WE (Exclusive Agriculture/Wind 
Energy). The Modified Project does not require or propose a change of zoning classification. 
 
Other land uses surrounding the Project site include sparsely scattered single-family residences, open space 
(predominately covered with native vegetation), commercial-scale solar and wind power generation 
facilities, and remnant industrial facilities from past mining operations. Table 1 below summarizes the land 
use designations for the Modified Project site, and Figure 4 presents an associated schematic. 
 

Table 1:  Golden Queen Mining Company Soledad Mountain Project Site – Surrounding Land 
Uses, Map Code Designations, and Zoning 

Direction from Site Existing Land Use 
Existing 

General Plan 
Designation 

Existing Zoning Classification 

Project Site 
Disturbed land due to mining 

operations. 

1.1 
4.1 

 

A-1 
A 

A WE 
E 2 ½ 
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Direction from Site Existing Land Use 
Existing 

General Plan 
Designation 

Existing Zoning Classification 

E 2 ½ RS 

North 
Open space and rural, single-

family residences. 
4.1 

A-1 
A WE 
E 2 ½ 

E 2 ½ RS MH 

East 
Open space and State Route 

(SR) 14. 

1.1 
2.4 
2.5 
4.1 
4.2 
8.4 
8.5 

A-1 
A 

E 2 ½ RS 
PL RS FP 

West 
Commercial-scale solar and 

wind power generation 
facilities. 

1.1 
2.4 
2.5 
4.3 
8.3 
8.5 

A-1 
A 

A WE 
E 2 ½ RS 

A FP 
PL RS FP 

South 
Open space and rural, single-

family residences. 

1.1 
2.4 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
8.5 

A-1 
A 

General Designations 
1.1 = State or federal land 
2.4 = Steep slope 
2.5 = Flood hazard 
4.1 = Accepted county plan areas 
4.2 = Rural community 
4.3 = Specific plan required 
8.3 = Exclusive Agriculture (min. 20 Acre Parcel Size) 
8.4 = Mineral and petroleum (min. 5 acre parcel size) 
8.5 = Resource management (min. 20 acre parcel size) 

Zoning Classifications 
A = Exclusive Agriculture  
A-1 = Limited Agriculture 
E (2 ½) = Estate 2.5 Acres 
FP = Floodplain Combining 
PL = Platted Lands 
MH = Mobilehome Combining 
RS = Residential Suburban Combining 
WE = Wind Energy Combining 

 

2.1.4 Existing Conditions/Environmental Setting 

GQM controls approximately 2,009 acres of land in and around the Modified Project site. Currently the 
existing Project permit area, as approved in 2010, occupies 1,440 acres. The environmental setting of the 
Project site has been documented in a number of comprehensive baseline studies done from 1990 onward 
and in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR.  The environmental setting discussions in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 
2010 SEIR remain applicable since the areas around the Project site remain relatively unchanged.  The 
Project site itself, however, has changed topographically as compared to 1997 and 2010 due to 
commencement of full-scale mining operations in 2015.  Full-scale mining operations have continued since 
that time.   
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The existing Project operations consist of the following: 

 Material extraction by conventional drilling and blasting methods, and conveyance using mobile 
and stationary equipment; 

 Mineral ore processing by heap pile leaching methods; 

 Production, processing and offsite transport of crushed stone aggregates; 

 Concurrent material replacement in mined-out phases, in accordance with an approved SMARA-
complaint reclamation plan;  

 Use waste rock for the construction of access roads and the pad required for the production and 
sale of aggregate; and 

 Surface reclamation of disturbed areas by recontouring, resloping and revegetation in accordance 
with the approved site-specific reclamation plan, which complies with state SMARA requirements. 

 
A summary of pertinent information follows: 
 
Existing Site Conditions/Land Uses:  Currently, land uses other than the existing Soledad Mountain Project 
operation in the general project vicinity include sparsely scattered single-family residences, open space 
predominantly covered with native vegetation, solar and wind power generation facilities, and various 
industrial facilities that remain from historical precious metals mining operations. 
 
Soils:  Generally, interbedded alluvial fan deposits of sand, sandy gravel, silty sand, and clayey sand 
underlie the vicinity of the processing and ancillary facilities on the north flank of Soledad Mountain. The 
uppermost geologic unit at this location is a Quaternary colluvium with an upper layer of Arizo soil. The 
Arizo soil is a sandy loam with 40% gravel and small stones to 50% stones and cobbles with depth. It varies 
in thickness from less than one inch to 24 inches. Portions of the western flank of Soledad Mountain are 
Quaternary alluvium overlain by Cajon soil and Arizo soil. The Cajon soil is a light brown to brown, 
gravelly loam to loamy sand with 15% gravel. Cajon soils is also located on alluvial fans and plains with 
zero to four percent slope to the west and south of Soledad Mountain. 
 
The volcanic bedrock on portions of the flanks of Soledad Mountain has weathered to a soil referred to as 
torriorthents. The torriorthents consist of clay loam to cobbly, loamy sand with up to 60-70% rocks and 
cobbles, and in some places form steep scree and talus slopes. 
 
Climate:  The Modified Project is located in one of the hottest and driest areas in the United States, the 
western Mojave Desert, with annual precipitation and evaporation rates of approximately 5.74 inches and 
80 inches respectively. The maximum expected 100-year, 24-hour storm precipitation is 3.6 inches. 
 
Surface Water:  There are no surface waters in the immediate vicinity of the Modified Project. The nearest 
intermittent stream is located approximately three miles to the west of Soledad Mountain and there are no 
springs or perennial streams within one mile of the project site. Numerous geologic studies prepared for the 
facility have found no evidence (seasonal or otherwise) of shallow groundwater on Soledad Mountain. 
 
Groundwater:  The facility is located in the Fremont Valley groundwater basin. The primary aquifer in the 
area is the Quaternary alluvium, which fills the basins and wide expanses of the Mojave Desert between 
isolated bedrock outcrops. Depth to groundwater in the area typically ranges from 200- to 250-feet below 
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ground surface. Water level data from monitoring wells and production wells on site indicate that the 
groundwater gradient in the area is low. 
 
Vegetation:  Vegetation within the project area is a creosote bush shrub-scrub on the lower alluvial fans, 
and on the mountain slopes is a mixed shrub/grass type; vegetation is fairly diverse and productive, however 
the repeated disturbances within the project area have reduced plant cover, species diversity, and increased 
introduced annual grasses and weeds over the site (Bamberg and Bamberg 1997). 
 
Wildlife:  Wildlife populations are low due to the desert climate, alterations of habitats, and high winds; 
wildlife species present are typical for desert habitats with small mammals, reptiles, birds, and their 
predators as dominant components (Bamberg and Bamberg 1997). 
 
2.2 1997 EIR/EIS 

In 1997, the County and the BLM approved the Soledad Mountain Project and its requested discretionary 
approvals, including Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 41, Map No. 213 and CUP No. 22, Map No. 214 
for a Surface Mining and updated Reclamation Plan (SMRP); and non-summary vacation of a portion of 
New Eagle Road (i.e. the portion within Section 6, Township 10 North, Range 12 West, SBBM). The 1997 
Soledad Mountain Project ("1997 Project") was a surface mining operation designed to recover precious 
metals from excavated ore via conventional heap leach processing methods, as described further below. 
 
At that time, the County prepared a joint EIR/EIS document pursuant to CEQA and NEPA, respectively, 
to provide the necessary environmental analyses and clearances for the Soledad Mountain Project and its 
requested discretionary approvals. The County certified the "Soledad Mountain Project Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, State Clearinghouse No. 96061052", 
which provided the CEQA and NEPA environmental clearances for BLM’s issuance of its Record of 
Decision (“ROD”), which approved the Plan of Operations.  Information and discussions from the 1997 
EIR/EIS continue to apply to the Modified Project because the Modified Project would make only limited 
modifications to the original Project that was approved in 1997.   
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS analyzed gold/silver and aggregate surface mining operations at Soledad Mountain.  The 
1997 Project entailed operations across 930 acres within the 1,690-acre Project site.  Mining operations 
entailed conventional surface hard rock mining methods, including drilling and blasting, material handling 
and hauling using large-scale off-highway equipment, and rock processing, including crushing, screening, 
agglomeration, and leaching.  Gold and silver recovery methods included cyanide heap leaching and 
Merrill-Crowe recovery processes implemented on-site.  The 1997 EIR/EIS estimated that up to 60 million 
tons of ore and 225 million tons of overburden materials would be mined, with mining operations expected 
to continue for up to 15 years (10 years operations, 5 years reclamation).  Reclamation actions included 
slope recontouring, revegetation, and removal of mine equipment and structures, among other actions. 
 
In connection with these Project activities, the 1997 EIR/EIS analyzed the 1997 Project’s potential 
environmental impacts in the following areas: 

 Mineral Resources (natural resources); 
 Physiography and Geology (geology and seismology); 
 Soils (earth resources); 
 Hydrology (surface hydrology and groundwater); 
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 Air Quality (criteria pollutants, toxic air contaminants, dust, odor); 
 Biology; 
 Cultural and Historical Resources; 
 Visual Resources (light and glare/aesthetics); 
 Noise; 
 Land Use (land use/population/housing); 
 Socioeconomics (economic development/fiscal analysis); 
 Health Hazards/Public Safety (human health/risk of upset); and 
 Traffic and Transportation (transportation/circulation). 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the 1997 Project avoided impacts or mitigated impacts to less-than-
significant levels in the following resource areas: 

 Geology and Seismology; 
 Soils; 
 Surface Hydrology; 
 Groundwater; 
 Air Quality; 
 Biology (vegetation resources, wildlife resources); 
 Cultural Resources; 
 Visual Resources; 
 Noise; 
 Land Use; 
 Socioeconomics; 
 Health Hazards/Public Safety; and 
 Traffic and Transportation. 

 
Finally, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the 1997 Project would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts in the following resource areas: 

 Mineral Resources; and 
 Physiography and Geology.  

 
The County adopted a statement of overriding considerations for the 1997 Project’s permanent depletion 
of mineral resources and permanent impacts to the Soledad Mountain topography. 
 
Following preparation of the 1997 EIR/EIS, GQM was also required to conduct air quality analyses to show 
compliance with applicable air quality regulations and standards, and acquire Authority to Construct 
(“ATC”) permits from the Eastern Kern Air Pollution Control District (“EKAPCD”). In March 2002, seven 
ATC permits were issued for the Soledad Mountain Project. However, global gold prices at the time did 
not support construction of the 1997 Project and commencement of full-scale mining operations. 
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2.3 2010 SEIR 

Discretionary approvals in conjunction with the 2010 SEIR consist of CUP No. 27, Map 196, Modification 
of CUP No. 41, Map 213; Modification of CUP No. 22, Map No. 214; and non-summary vacation of the 
remaining portion of New Eagle Road (i.e. the portion of New Eagle Road located in Section 31, Township 
11 North, Range 12 West, SBBM, which was not vacated in conjunction with the 1997 EIR/EIS). In 2004, 
as global gold prices recovered, GQM pursued approvals for a smaller project within the footprint of the 
1997 Project that was analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS.  GQM accordingly conducted additional 
environmental studies, financial evaluations, and feasibility analyses which resulted in the project being re-
engineered and re-designed. In 2009, GQM submitted an application to the County for an amended 
entitlement that described the re-engineered and re-designed project.  At that time, the Kern County 
Planning Department (Currently the Kern County Planning and Natural Resources Department), as lead 
agency, determined that a SEIR needed to be prepared for the revised Soledad Mountain Project ("2010 
Project").  The 2010 SEIR is incorporated into this Addendum, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15150(a).  Information and discussions from the 2010 SEIR continue to apply to the Modified Project to 
the extent the 2010 SEIR analyzed impacts that were not addressed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and to the extent 
such impacts are still relevant to the Modified Project. 
 
The 2010 Project proposed similar mining and processing activities as were approved in 1997, but across a 
smaller footprint encompassing 905 acres.  The 2010 Project entailed mining 51.2 million tons of ore and 
108.4 million tons of overburden.  As under the 1997 Project, mining operations entailed conventional 
surface hard rock mining methods, including drilling and blasting, material handling and hauling using 
large-scale off-highway equipment, and rock processing, including crushing, screening, agglomeration, and 
leaching.  Gold and silver recovery methods included cyanide heap leaching and Merrill-Crowe recovery 
processes implemented on-site.  GQM is currently operating the Soledad Mountain Project pursuant to, and 
consistent with, the 2010 Project as analyzed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
Consistent with the 1997 EIR/EIS, the 2010 SEIR concluded that 2010 Project would not change the 1997 
EIR/EIS impact conclusions in the following resource areas: 

 Aesthetics 
 Agriculture Resources 
 Air Quality (with the exception of NOx from mobile sources, as discussed below); 
 Biological Resources; 
 Cultural Resources; 
 Geology and Soils; 
 Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 
 Hydrology and Water Quality; 
 Land Use and Planning; 
 Noise; 
 Population and Housing; 
 Public Services; 
 Recreation; 
 Transportation and Traffic; and 
 Utilities and Service Systems. 
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The 2010 SEIR concluded that Project impacts in the following resource areas would remain significant 
and unavoidable: 

 Mineral Resources; and 
 Topography.  

 
Finally, the 2010 SEIR concluded that 2010 Project impacts related to NOx from mobile sources would be 
significant and unavoidable, with all feasible mitigation implemented.  The County adopted a statement of 
overriding considerations for the 2010 Project’s permanent depletion of mineral resources, permanent 
impacts to the Soledad Mountain topography, and increase in NOx emissions from mobile sources. 
 
2.4 Modified Project 

GQM is proposing to modify the current mine entitlements to re-authorize mining in a similar configuration 
as originally approved by the County in 1997.  The BLM has already reviewed the Modified Project to the 
extent it involves BLM lands and made a Determination of NEPA Adequacy based on the previous 
environmental review of the Project. 
 
The Modified Project will continue extractive mining operations across a similar footprint as originally 
approved in 1997.  Total acreage disturbed under the Modified Project includes an additional 258 acres 
compared to the 1997 Project.  Mining methods will remain the same as those currently ongoing.  The total 
mining rate will be approximately 24 million tons per year, compared to the 30 million tons per year 
analyzed and approved in 1997.  Reclamation under the Modified Project will be improved compared to 
the 1997 Project (which proposed to only reclaim 419 acres of the 930 acres of total disturbance), and will 
address all disturbed acres.  No changes are proposed to existing mining methods, processing systems or 
facilities, operating hours or traffic volumes. 
 
GQM proposes that the total time for certain mining activities be extended as follows:  excavation for 
approximately 15 years, leaching for the production of gold and silver for 17 years (which overlaps with 
the 15 years of excavation), and a further two years of rinsing and drain down of the heap leach.  The 
production and sale of aggregate and construction materials is expected to continue for up to 40 years.  The 
proposed termination date for the Project is April 10, 2061, subject to production levels and market demand.  
Regulatory requirements and mitigation measures/conditions of approval from the current CUP No. 41, 
Map No. 213; CUP No. 22, Map No. 214; and CUP 27, Map No. 196 that are applicable to the Project will 
continue to be implemented. 
 
Table 2 presents a summary of the Project between 1997, 2010, and what is proposed under the Modified 
Project, and Figure 2 provides a visual comparison of the 1997 Project, 2010 Project, and 2019 Modified 
Project permit areas and Project footprints respectively.   
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Table 2:  Comparison Between the 1997, 2010, and Modified Projects 

1997 PROJECT 2010 PROJECT  MODIFIED 2019 PROJECT  
Project Acreage 
Project Site: 1,690 acres  

Total Disturbance Area: 930 acres  

Total Reclaimed Area: 419 acres of 930 acres (45%)  

Project Site: 1,440 acres 

Total Disturbance Area: 905 acres 

Total Reclaimed Area: 839 acres of 905 acres 
(93%) 

Project Site: ~2,009 acres 

Total Disturbance Post-Excavation, Pre-
Reclamation (before sale of 20 MT of aggregate): 
~1,156 acres 

Total Disturbance Area upon Reclamation (2:1 
slopes): ~1,188 acres 

 

100% of the disturbed areas are included in the 
updated Reclamation Plan 

Mine Life 
Mining operations will be expected to continue for up 
to 15 years (10 years operations, 5 years reclamation) 
 

12 years of mining 

14 years of leaching 

2 years of rinsing and draindown 

2 years of reclamation 

3 years of post-closure monitoring 

Production and sale of aggregate and 
construction materials for up to 30 years 

15 years of mining – started mining in March 
2015; plan to mine through 1st Q 2029  

2 years of rinsing and drain down 

3 years of reclamation 
3 years of post-closure monitoring 
 
Production and sale of aggregate until 2061 

Effects of Project Footprint 
As analyzed in the 1997 FEIR/EIS  
 

Revised Project reduces surface disturbance; 
however, it also includes modifications to the 
leaching process. Changes in the location and 
extent of the Phase 1 heap leach pad result in 
placement over a recorded access easement, 
siting within a floodplain, and reduced distance 
to a County-maintained roadway. 

No major changes from the 1997 and 2010 plans. 
Some increase in surface disturbance (~259 acres 
more than the 1997 plan) 

Project Tonnage 
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1997 PROJECT 2010 PROJECT  MODIFIED 2019 PROJECT  
Overburden: 225 million tons 

Ore: 60 million tons 
 

Overburden: 108.4 million tons  

(19.0 million tons sold as aggregate and 
construction materials and 89.4 million tons 
managed on-site) 

 

Ore: 51.2 million tons 

Overburden: 264 million tons (20 million tons 
sold as aggregate) 

 
Ore: 59 million tons 

Mining rate up to 6 million tons ore per year Mining rate up to 4.55 million tons ore per year Mining rate up to 4.7 million tons of ore per year 

Up to 30 million tons combined ore and overburden 
per year 

Up to 14 million tons combined ore and 
overburden per year 

Up to 24 million tons ore and overburden per 
year 

Materials Mined 
Gold, silver, aggregate, and construction by-products No Change No Change 

Mine Phasing 
None Proposed (i.e., no reclamation will take place 
until mining operations are completed in a given area) 

Five (5) phases of mining with concurrent 
reclamation 
 

No Defined Mine Phases Proposed with 
Concurrent Reclamation 

Mining Process 
Surface mining operation (gold and silver) with heap 
leach processing methods 

No Change No Change 

Mining process is conventional surface mining with 
hard rock mining methods that include: 

 Drilling of blast holes 
 Blasting 
 Loading haul trucks with shovels or front-end 

loaders 
 Hauling ore to the processing area 
 Hauling overburden to the overburden piles 

No Change No Change 

No material replacement into mined-out phases of the 
surface mine 

Sequential material replacement into mined-out 
phases of the surface mine 

No change from 2010 project 

Construction Activities 
Time = 1 Year  Time = 1 Year No additional construction activities 
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1997 PROJECT 2010 PROJECT  MODIFIED 2019 PROJECT  
Activities would include: 

 Improving site access and creation of a 
construction staging area 

 Building access and haulage roads to the 
surface mining areas and other site facilities 

 Preparation of the initial surface mining 
production areas 

 Site preparation of and construction of 
crushing, conveying, and agglomeration 
facilities 

 Site preparation of and construction of the heap 
leach solution processing and precious metals 
recovery plant 

 Site preparation and installation of the first 
stage of the heap leach pad liner and leak 
detection system 

 Site preparation and construction of parking, 
office, maintenance, and other ancillary 
facilities 

No Change, but Phase 2 of the mining process 
will include construction of a coarse ore pipe 
conveyor to haul ore to the primary crusher. 

No coarse ore pipe conveyor will be built.  No 
other planned construction other than the 
additional stages of the Leach Pad, which are 
already approved. 

Reclamation Plan 
The project area will be returned to open space for 
wildlife habitat as the primary land use objective. 

No Change No Change, except that potential end uses may 
include commercial solar and/or wind power 
generation. 
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1997 PROJECT 2010 PROJECT  MODIFIED 2019 PROJECT  
Reclamation will include: 

 Salvage and storage of top soils for use as 
growth media  

 Slope reduction of the overburden piles 
 Contouring and surface preparation of top 

horizontal surfaces of the overburden piles 
 Contouring and surface preparation of top and 

sides of the heap leach piles 
 Contouring and surface preparation of 

exploration disturbances and production 
support facilities sites 

 Revegetation of prepared surfaces of the 
overburden piles, heap leach pads and support 
facilities  

 Revegetation with seeds collected from the site 
vicinity 

 Neutralization of the process components 
 Dismantling and removal of structures 
 Preserving evidence of the mineralization and 

the mineral resources 
 Reducing risk to public health and safety 

No change, except sequential backfilling of 
mined-out phases of the open pit will occur. 
 

No Change from 2010 Project; the Modified 
Project would include sequential replacement of 
material into the mined-out phases of the surface 
mine. 

Operations 
Project will operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, 
52 weeks per year 

No Change No Change 

Approximately 230 long-term employees Approximately 156 long-term employees Approximately 240 long-term employees 

Blasting one time per day, approximately 5 days per 
week  

One time per day; during daylight No Change from 2010 project 

Miners transported via passenger bus Vehicle trip generation average loads per day: 
64.09 heavy trucks and 119.35 light vehicles 
(including 98 trips for GQM employees) 

No Change from 2010 Project; no specific data 
was provided in 1997. 



SECTION 2.0  
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020    16 

1997 PROJECT 2010 PROJECT  MODIFIED 2019 PROJECT  
Equipment: 

2  Exploration Drills 
3  Blast Hole Drills 
1  ANFO Truck 
5  Wheel Loaders 
9  Off-Road Haul Trucks 
4  Track Dozers 
2  Water Trucks 
2  Motor Graders 
1  Fuel Truck 
3  Maintenance/Lubrication Trucks 
1  Passenger Van 
8  Portable Lights 
1  Crane 

Primary Mining Equipment: 

3  Crawler Drill 
3  Front End Loader (x2) + Excavator 
7  Haul Trucks 
3  Track-Type Dozer 
1  Motor Grader 
1  Water Wagon (6,500 gallon) 
 
Support Equipment: 

1  Utility Loader 
1  Skid Steer Vertical Lift Loader 
1  Excavator 
1  Rock Breaker 
1  Hydraulic Crane 
3  Maintenance Trucks 
1  Service Truck 
1  Boom Truck 
1  Crew Bus 
2  Light Plant 
1  Forklift 
1  Track-type Dozer 
1  All-Terrain Vehicle 
14  Pickup Trucks 
2  Vans 
 

Primary Mining Equipment: 

3  Crawler Drill current– plus add 1 in 2020 and 
add 1 in 2022 

4  Loader  
6     Excavator 
13  Haul Truck – plus add 3 2020; 1 2021; 3 

2022 
3  Track Dozer and 1 Rubber Tired Dozer 
1  Motor Grader 
2  Water Wagon (8,000 gal); add 18,000 gal 

(785); 1 – 2020 and 1 – 2024 
 
Support Equipment: 

1  Utility Loader 
3  Skid Steer 
1  Excavator 
1  Rock Breaker 
1  Hydraulic Crane 
5  Maintenance Truck 
2  Service Truck 
9  Light Plant 
3  Forklift 
1  Small Track Dozer 
9  All-Terrain Vehicle 
48  Pickup 
2  Vans 
1  Backhoe 

Long Term personnel – 230; 35-40 average number of 
employees per shift; 80% local residents 
 

Construction Manpower Peak = 200;  

Full time production workforce = 150 (could be 
as high as 165) 

Aggregate Manpower = 15 

Maximum Employees onsite at any one time = 
64 during day shift and 30 during second shift 

Essentially No Change; only minor increase from 
1997 Project (10 additional employees, for a total 
of 240 long-term personnel). 
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1997 PROJECT 2010 PROJECT  MODIFIED 2019 PROJECT  
Water requirement average = 750 gallons per minute Water requirement average = 653.7 gallons per 

minute 
No Change; total estimated maximum rate no 
greater than the 1997 Project (750 gallons per 
minute); water usage is expected to be similar to 
both 1997 and the 2010 Projects (between 650 
and 750 gallons per minute). 

Aggregate Transport = ~140 ADTs to SR 14 and Silver 
Queen 
 
Total at Operation = 515 ADTs 

Aggregate Transport Average Loads per day = 
60.14 heavy trucks and 16 light vehicles 
Average Loads per day or ~120 ADTs for 
heavy truck traffic 
 

Total at Operation=~183 average loads/day or 
~366 ADTs 

No Change from 2010 project; aggregate 
transport would be less than contemplated in the 
1997 EIR/EIS and consistent with current 
operations. 

Sources: Table 3-1 and Table 3-3 2010 SEIR, 2012 Correspondence for Compliance with Condition 107 of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Plan 
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2.4.1 Project Components 

An updated Reclamation Plan proposal for the Soledad Mountain Project was submitted to the County of 
Kern for review on November 6, 2019.  
 
Mining Operations 

Construction commenced in 2014, however prior to that time site preparation work was being undertaken 
(e.g. grading of the proposed area for offices and parking lots, installation of drainage control structures, 
access roads, demolition of existing structures). Excavation began in March of 2015 with the first gold and 
silver pour in March 2016.  Commercial-scale aggregate production and sales commenced in 2016 and 
remain ongoing currently.   
 
As described in the current Mine Design and Backfilling Plan, the current mine design utilizes three surface 
excavations, known as Northwest Pit, Main Pit, and East Pit, which are mined in sequence. The Northwest 
Pit will reach an ultimate depth of 2,900-feet above mean sea level (amsl), the East Pit will reach a depth 
of 2,880-feet amsl, and lastly the Main Pit will reach a depth of 3,180-feet amsl. The Northwest Pit was 
excavated between 2015 and 2017, and the resulting overburden material was used to build haul roads, 
access roads, and building pads for support facilities onsite. The East Pit underwent development in 2017 
and overburden from this area was deposited in either the East Pit Surge Pile or was replaced in the 
Northwest Pit. The excavation of the East Pit is expected to continue for approximately 10 years. Ultimately 
the East and Main pit will merge, which will facilitate sequential material replacement.  
 
As stated in the updated Reclamation Plan, GQM has been producing and will continue to produce two 
different types of materials from Soledad Mountain with overlapping time frames, namely precious metals 
and aggregate.  Extractive mining operations will occur over approximately 15 years, and leaching for the 
production of gold and silver will occur over approximately 17 years (which overlaps with the 15-year 
mining period), followed by two years of rinsing and drain-down. Cyanide heap leach and Merrill-Crowe 
processes are used to recover gold and silver from crushed, agglomerated ore. A portable crushing and 
screening plant is used to size and separate the rock to produce aggregate materials.  Please refer to the 
updated Reclamation Plan for technical details for each process. 
 
Updated Reclamation Plan 

As previously described, GQM has submitted an updated Reclamation Plan detailing the reclamation and 
closure of the mine to Kern County. Concurrent reclamation activities will be conducted throughout the life 
of the mine in areas where extractive mining has ceased. The reclamation of the Modified Project area will 
return the land to a condition suitable for wildlife habitat and open space, future mining, and renewable 
energy generation, either by commercial solar and/or wind power generation.  
 
The updated Reclamation Plan includes the removal of all mining related equipment and localized re-
contouring of slopes within the heap leach area, in coordination with the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. Surge piles will be placed or re-contoured to 2:1 (H:V) or flatter and revegetated as 
described in the updated Reclamation Plan. Excavated areas will be predominantly returned to surface 
elevation or near-surface elevation through material replacement, and will be re-contoured and vegetated, 
using excess material from the surge piles. Portions of the remaining exposed pit walls (i.e. those remaining 
upon final excavation that are not covered by excess surge pile material) will be allowed to revegetate 
naturally.  
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2.4.2 Applicant Project Design Features 

The following design and/or operations components will continue to apply to the Modified Project to ensure 
proper reclamation and revegetation: 

 Perform concurrent material replacement in mined-out phases with no, or a minimum of, double-
handling of waste rock at the end of the mine life. 

 Use waste rock disposed of outside the excavation perimeter primarily for the construction of 
access roads and the pad required for the production and sale of aggregate. 

 Minimize the footprint of any remaining waste rock dumps outside the excavation perimeter. 

 Minimize re-sloping required for closure and reclamation by using appropriate techniques to build 
the waste rock management facilities or dumps. 

 Cover benched excavation wall as appropriate by material replacement. 

 Attempt to create a reclaimed surface that will be similar to either the onsite or surrounding offsite 
natural (original, pre-disturbance) ground surfaces. 

 Locate waste rock management units on shallow slopes to ensure stability. 

 Provide reclamation and revegetation plans in accordance with State SMARA requirements. 
 
Additional design components were approved by the County in 2010 to minimize environmental and 
nuisance impacts.  These design features have either already been implemented/completed and/or will 
continue to be implemented under the Modified Project, and include: 

 Remove existing tailings piles (by redistributing tailings onsite) to minimize fugitive dust. 

 Minimize the number of affected drainage basins. 

 Establish a “green” fund to promote green technologies in the greater Mojave area. 

 No soil stockpile or waste rock shall be placed in the Joshua tree grove west of the Northwest Pit 
(Phase 1 area).1 

 
The following design components were previously approved by the County, however these will no longer 
apply under the Modified Project.  Removal of these design features will not result in substantial changes, 
as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS or 2010 SEIR, as discussed below: 

 No waste rock shall be placed south of Soledad Mountain to avoid a visual impact. 

 Preserve corridors for the pipe conveyor, the use of which will reduce fugitive dust emissions. 

 Utilize pipe conveyors where feasible to minimize haul distances. 
 
The proposed modification to no longer exclude waste rock south of Soledad Mountain would not change 
the significance level, as determined by the 1997 EIR/EIS and the visual assessment prepared for the 

                                                      
1 Any disturbances to the Joshua tree grove resulting from minor construction activities in this area (i.e., access road 
and parking lot construction) would be mitigated through the salvage and transplant of mature Joshua trees to 
undisturbed area within the Modified project Boundary as outlined in the existing approved Condition No. 28 (1997 
EIR/EIS MM #24). 
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Modified Project (Appendix A).  The 1997 EIR/EIS analyzed views of “overburden piles” from “residents 
along Backus Road (1997 EIR/EIS, pp. 247)” south of Soledad Mountain.  The 1997 EIR/EIS found that 
while “a noticeable visual contrast from nearby residential viewers south of the project site would be the 
result of overburden piles only (1997 EIR/EIS, pp. 248)”, this contrast would be slight, and viewer 
sensitivity to this visual resource was “considered to be low to moderate (1997 EIR/EIS, pp. 250)”.  
Furthermore, the 1997 EIR/EIS found that “after reclamation the change in visual resources of the project 
area would not be unlike surrounding areas, repeating the basic visual elements, and may not be noticeable 
to the casual observer (1997 EIR/EIS, pp. 251)”.  Ultimately, the 1997 EIR/EIS determined that visual 
impacts, including views of overburden piles from the south, would be “less than significant” with “no 
mitigation measures” required.  The findings of the 1997 EIR-EIS were reaffirmed in the Visual Assessment 
for Soledad Mountain Project prepared by WestLand Resources (see Appendix A).   
 
Removal of the pipe corridors and conveyors would also not result in a change in the significance level as 
determined by the 1997 EIR/EIS and the Air Quality Technical Memorandum prepared by ADVM for the 
Modified Project (Appendix B).  The 1997 EIR/EIS air quality and greenhouse gas analyses, which did not 
contemplate the use of pipe conveyors, determined that impacts would be less than significant.  The 2010 
SEIR recommended that a pipe conveyor be utilized where feasible.  However, the use of a pipe conveyor 
was not included in 2010 SEIR air quality impact determination “since the pipe conveyor is not feasible for 
all phases, analysis of criteria pollutant emissions assumes haul trucks and not pipe conveyor (pp. 4.2-
38)”.  
 
For these reasons, removal of these project design features under the Modified Project would not result in 
a substantial change to impact conclusions reached in the 1997 EIR/EIS, and potential impacts would 
remain unchanged. 
 
2.4.3 Statement of Objectives 

The existing mine objectives, which were identified and analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, 
include the following activities and uses: 

 Construct and operate mining, ore processing and project support facilities to recover precious 
metal (gold and silver) and construction aggregates from the Soledad Mountain mineral resource.  

 Recover precious metals and construction aggregates in a manner that is environmentally 
responsible and in compliance with applicable laws and regulations while optimizing utilization of 
the resource and meeting the financial expectations of mine shareholders. 

 
These objectives will continue to apply to the Modified Project, along with the following objectives: 

 Implement reclamation at the project site so that disturbed areas are graded to resemble surrounding 
topography to the extent feasible and are revegetated consistent with the natural surroundings. 

 Continue to utilize primarily local suppliers and contractors and to provide well-compensated 
employment to area residents to maximize the project’s investment in the local economy. 

 Continue to operate in a safe and responsible manner to protect the health and well-being of project 
employees, and in a manner that is respectful and responsive to community concerns. 
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2.4.4 Entitlements Required 

The required discretionary approvals needed for the Modified Project include: 

 Modification of Conditional Use Permit No. 27, Map 196 
 Modification of Conditional Use Permit No. 41, Map 213 
 Modification of Conditional Use Permit No. 22, Map 214 
 Reclamation Plan Amendment, Soledad Mountain Mine (California Mine ID #91-15-0098) 

 
As analyzed during the 2010 SEIR, the Project is also subject to a number of permits and approvals.  
 

Agency Permit/Approval Status 

Federal 
Bureau of Land Management Plan of Operations Approved by Record Of 

Decision (ROD), issued 
November 3, 1997 
 

Modification of The Plan of 
Operations approved 
September 5, 2018 

Cultural/Paleontological Resource 
Permit (National Historic 
Preservation Act, 16 USC §470) 

Complete 

Fish and Wildlife Service Informal Consultation Completed 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
Firearms and Explosives 

Purchase, Storage, or Transportation 
of Explosives Permit 

Maintained by contractor 

Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Toxic Chemical Release Inventory 
System 

Completed annually 

Mine Safety and Health 
Administration 

Mine Identification Number MSHA ID # 0405319 

State 
State Water Resources Control 
Board 

General Construction Activity 
Stormwater Permit 

Active permit maintained 

Waste Discharge Requirements 
(WDR) 

ROWD (Report of Waste 
Discharge) submitted, March 
2007. WDR issued 7/23/2010 
and currently in effect 

Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasure Plan 

Completed 

California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 

Informal Consultation Completed 

State Office of Historic 
Preservation 

Section 106, (National Historic 
Preservation Act, 16 USC § 470); 
Designation, survey, determination 
of effect 

Completed 

Department of Industrial 
Relations, Division of 
Occupational Safety and 
Health/Cal/OSHA Program 

Blasting License Maintained by contractor 
Miscellaneous Maintained by contractor 
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Agency Permit/Approval Status 
California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Mine 
Reclamation (DMR) 

Financial Assurance Estimate and 
Instrument Review 

Completed annually 

Reclamation Plan Review The Kern County Planning 
and Natural Resources 
Department (PLNR) 
forwarded the Reclamation 
Plan to the DMR for 
review/comment, and PLNR 
has addressed the DMR’s 
comments. Pursuant to 
SMARA (Public Resources 
Code) Section 
2772.1(b)(6)(a), the lead 
agency (PLNR) has provided 
the DMR at least 30 days’ 
notice of the County’s intent 
to approve the Reclamation 
Plan Amendment at a hearing 
before the Kern County 
Planning Commission.  

County of Kern 
Planning and Natural 
Resources Department 

Surface Mining and Reclamation 
Plan and Financial Assurances 

Reviewed and approved 
annually 

Conditional Use Permits (CUPs) Two CUPs approved in 1997. 
Two CUPs modified and one 
new CUP approved in 2010. 
Modification of all three 
CUPs sought in connection 
with this Addendum 

Request for Street Vacation Completed 
Public Works Department Silver Queen Road Changes Completed 

Construction of New Access Road Completed 
Building Permits Obtained as needed 

Public Works Department Sewage Disposal System Permit Approved 
Public Health Services 
Department/Environmental 
Health Services Division 

Water Well Drilling Permit Issued (on file) 
Hazardous Materials Business Plan Completed 
Hazardous Materials Inventory Completed 
Risk Management Plan Completed 

Fire Department Fire Protection Plan Completed 
Kern County Air Pollution 
Control District 

Authority to Construct Issued 
Permit to Operate Issued 
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3.0 Environmental Impact Analysis 

This Addendum is based on the evidence presented in the 1997 EIR/EIS, the 2010 SEIR, technical reports 
appended thereto or referenced therein, and the following additional technical studies and/or supplemental 
information submitted by the project proponent:  

 Advanced Monitoring Methods. 2019. Golden Queen Mine Modification Air Quality Impacts. 
Prepared for Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC. September, 2019. 42 pp. 

 Arcadis G&M, Inc. 2019. Draft Final Hydrogeology Report (2019 Update). Prepared for Golden 
Queen Mining Company, LLC. November, 2019. 189 pp. 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2017. Map of Known Peregrine Falcon Nesting 
Territories 1953-2017. Sacramento, California: California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

 California Natural Diversity Database 7.5 Quad Query.  CNDDB QuickView Tool. Sacramento, 
California: California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

 Carroll, Shawn. 2018. Letter Summarizing Golden Eagle Assessment Near Soledad Mountain 
Mine.  Prepared for WestLand Resources, Inc. San Diego, California: WRA Environmental 
Consultants. July 13, 2018. 

 Center for Biological Diversity. 2014. Emergency Petition to List the Mohave Shoulderband 
(Helminthoglypta (Coyote) greggi) as Threatened or Endangered Under the Endangered Species 
Act.  Notice of Petition: Center for Biological Diversity. January 31, 2014. 31 pp. 

 Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC. 2017. Conservation Plan for the Mohave Shoulderband 
Snail.  Prepared for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Region 8. Mohave, California: Golden Queen 
Mining Company, LLC. September 12, 2017. 

 Golder Associates Inc. 2019. Pit Slope Assessment. Prepared for Golden Queen Mining Company, 
LLC. October, 2019. 56 pp. 

 Golder Associates Inc. 2019. Stability Assessment for the Surge Piles. Prepared for Golden Queen 
Mining Company, LLC. October, 2019. 33 pp. 

 Sespe Consulting, Inc. 2019. Ambient Noise Measurements & Compliance with Conditions of 
Approval for Noise. Prepared for Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC. July, 2019. 35 pp.  

 Sespe Consulting, Inc. 2019. Drainage Plan Update (Revision 5). Prepared for Golden Queen 
Mining Company, LLC. September 2019. 173 pp. 

 Sheppard, Jay M. 2019. "LeConte's Thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei), version 2.0." In The Birds of 
North America [online], edited by P. G. Rodewald. Ithaca, New York: Cornell Lab of Ornithology. 

 Sherwin, Rick. 2019. Evaluation and Treatment of Mines Surveyed in the Southern Expansion Area 
of the Golden Queen Mine.  Prepared for WestLand Resources, Inc. Newport News, Virginia: 
Holistic Wildlife Services, NM LLC. 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2017a. Species Assessment and Listing Priority Assignment Form: 
Helminthoglypta greggi (Mohave shoulderband snail). Region 8, Pacific Southwest Region. 
September 21, 2017. 

 Species Status Assessment for the Mohave Shoulderband Snail (Helminthoglypta Greggi).  Version 
1.1. Sacramento, California: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Southwest Region. September 
21, 2017. 
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 W&S Consultants. 2019. Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Golden Queen Mine Permit 
Expansion Area, Mojave, Kern County, California. Prepared for WestLand Resources, Inc. Simi 
Valley: W&S Consultants. December 2018. 132 pp. 

 WestLand Resources, Inc. 2017. 2017 Surveys for Mohave Shoulderband (Helminthoglypta 
greggii).  Prepared for U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. Tucson, Arizona: WestLand Resources, Inc. 
April, 2017. 

 WestLand Resources, Inc. 2019. Visual Assessment for Soledad Mountain Project. Prepared for 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC. December 2019. 21 pp. 

 WestLand Resources, Inc. 2019. Revegetation Plan for Soledad Mountain Project. Prepared for 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC. Tucson, Arizona: Westland Resources, Inc. October 2019. 
29 pp. 

 Westland Resources, Inc. 2019. Second Addendum to the Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation 
for Soledad Mountain Project. Prepared for Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC. Tucson, 
Arizona: Westland Resources, Inc. November 2019. 74 pp. 

 WRA, Inc. 2019. Golden Queen Mine Drainages, Golden Queen Mine, Kern County, California. 
Prepared for Westland Resources, Inc. July, 2019. 21 pp. 

 
The County reviewed each of these technical reports for purposes of determining their adequacy in 
evaluating the Modified Project in light of CEQA, and these reports were used in the preparation of the 
following impact analyses. 
 
Section 3.0 of this Addendum accordingly evaluates whether the Modified Project could result in new 
significant impacts or more severe significant impacts that were not analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 
SEIR, and which would require major revisions to the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR to address (CEQA § 
21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.).  Consistent with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and relevant case law, 
this analysis focuses on the incremental difference in environmental impacts that could occur with the 
implementation of the Modified Project compared to the project analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS. The 
Addendum contains minor changes and additions necessary to make the previous 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 
SEIR adequate with respect to the Modified Project.  The County has analyzed potential impacts within 
each environmental section of the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR in accordance with the revised CEQA 
Appendix G Guidelines, which were updated in January 2019. The CEQA Appendix G Guidelines revised 
the transportation significance criteria in January 2019; however, this Addendum retains the extended 
transportation significance criteria applied in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR analyses, and also discusses 
the updated transportation significance criteria regarding vehicle miles traveled. Additionally, to allow for 
a consistent comparison between the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR, and Modified Project analyses within this 
Addendum, paleontological resources are discussed under both the cultural (Section 3.5) and geology/soils 
(Section 3.7) resource areas. 
 
Each subsection in Section 3.0 contains a description of the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR conclusions 
followed by a discussion of the Modified Project’s potential impacts.  Refer to Table 3 below containing a 
comparison of environmental conclusions between the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR and the 2019 SEIR 
Addendum.  
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Table 3:  Comparison of Environmental Findings between 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR, and 2019 Addendum 

Environmental Issue Area 
Where Impact Was 

Analyzed in 1997 EIR/EIS  
or 2010 SEIR 

Do Proposed Changes 
Involve New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Significant Impacts? 

Do New Circumstances 
Indicate New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Impacts? 

Any New Information 
Indicating New or 
Substantially More 
Severe Significant 

Impacts? 

Do 1997 EIR or 2010 
SEIR Mitigation 

Measures 
Address/Resolve 

Impacts? 

Aesthetics. Would the project:  
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

1997 EIR/EIS Executive 
Summary (pg. S-16, S-34), 
Section 2.2.4.4, Section 3.8, 

Sections 4.1.9, 4.4.9, & 4.5.7. 
1997 EIR/EIS Volume 6 

Appendix IX. 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, 

rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?  
No No No No mitigation necessary. 

c. In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are 
those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point).  If the 
project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable 
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

No No No Yes 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area?  

No No No Yes 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources. Would the project:  
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 

Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

1997 EIR/EIS Executive 
Summary (pg. S-16, S-17), 

Section 3.10, Sections 4.1.11, 
Section 5.1.1 

No  No No No mitigation necessary. 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

 No  No No  No mitigation necessary. 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined 
in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production 
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

No  No  No  No mitigation necessary. 

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? No  No  No  No mitigation necessary. 
e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location 

or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

 No  No No  No mitigation necessary. 

f. Result in the cancellation of an open space contract made pursuant to the 
California Land Conservation Act of 1965 or Farmland Security Zone 
Contract for any parcel of 100 or more acres (Section 15206(b)(3) Public 
Resources Code? 

 No  No No  No mitigation necessary. 

Air Quality. Would the project:  
i. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  

1997 EIR/EIS Sections 
1.2.4.1, 2.2.4.2, Section 3.5, 

and Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.3, 
4.3.3, 4.4.6, and 4.5.5. 1997 

EIR/EIS Volume 4 Appendix 

No No No Yes 
ii. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard? Specifically, would implementation of the 
project (in a specific location)  exceed  any of the following adopted 
thresholds: 

No No No Yes 
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Environmental Issue Area 
Where Impact Was 

Analyzed in 1997 EIR/EIS  
or 2010 SEIR 

Do Proposed Changes 
Involve New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Significant Impacts? 

Do New Circumstances 
Indicate New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Impacts? 

Any New Information 
Indicating New or 
Substantially More 
Severe Significant 

Impacts? 

Do 1997 EIR or 2010 
SEIR Mitigation 

Measures 
Address/Resolve 

Impacts? 

i. San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 
  Operational and Area Sources 
   Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 
    10 tons per year 
   Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 
    10 tons per year 
   Particulate Matter (PM10) 
    15 tons per year 

  Stationary Sources as determined by District Rules 
   Severe Nonattainment 
    25 tons per year 
   Extreme Nonattainment 
    10 tons per year 

VII; and 2010 SEIR Section 
4.2.4, Appendices D and E. 

No No No Yes 

ii. Eastern Kern Air Pollution Control District 
 Operational and Area Sources 

   Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 
    25 tons per year 
   Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 
    25 tons per year 
   Particulate Matter (PM10) 
    15 tons per year 

   Stationary Sources as determined by District Rules 
    25 tons per year    

No No No Yes 

iii. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  No No No No mitigation necessary. 
iv. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting 

a substantial number of people?  
No No No No mitigation necessary. 

Biological Resources. Would the project: 
a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  1997 EIR/EIS Section 

1.2.4.3, Section 2.2.4.3, 
Section 3.6, Sections 4.1.7, 

4.4.7, & 4.5.6. 1997 EIR/EIS 
Volume 3, Appendix III, 
Attachment B; and 2010 

SEIR Section 4.3.4, 
Appendices G and Q. 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, 
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife 
Service?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 
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Environmental Issue Area 
Where Impact Was 

Analyzed in 1997 EIR/EIS  
or 2010 SEIR 

Do Proposed Changes 
Involve New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Significant Impacts? 

Do New Circumstances 
Indicate New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Impacts? 

Any New Information 
Indicating New or 
Substantially More 
Severe Significant 

Impacts? 

Do 1997 EIR or 2010 
SEIR Mitigation 

Measures 
Address/Resolve 

Impacts? 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

Cultural Resources. Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
pursuant to in § 15064.5?  

1997 EIR/EIS Section 
1.2.4.4, Section 2.2.4.7, 

Section 3.7, Section 4.1.8 and 
4.4.8. 1997 EIR/EIS Volume 

5, Appendix VIII 
(Archaeological Studies 

provided as a confidential 
document). 

No  No No Yes 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to § 15064.5?  

No  No No Yes 

c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated 
cemeteries?  

No  No No Yes 

Energy. Would the project:  
a. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation?  

1997 EIR/EIS Sections 
2.3.3.2.1, 2.3.3.3.2, & 2.3.3.5, 

Section 3.0.4, Section 4.0 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

Geology and Soils. Would the project:  
a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 

risk of loss, injury, or death involving:  

1997 EIR/EIS Sections 3.2 & 
3.3, Sections 4.1.3, 4.4.3, 

4.4.4, & 4.5.3. 1997 EIR/EIS 
Volume 3, Appendix III, 

Attachments B & C. 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?  No No No No mitigation necessary. 
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?  No No No No mitigation necessary. 
iv. Landslides?  No No No No mitigation necessary. 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  No No No Yes 
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 

unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or 
property? 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 
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Environmental Issue Area 
Where Impact Was 

Analyzed in 1997 EIR/EIS  
or 2010 SEIR 

Do Proposed Changes 
Involve New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Significant Impacts? 

Do New Circumstances 
Indicate New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Impacts? 

Any New Information 
Indicating New or 
Substantially More 
Severe Significant 

Impacts? 

Do 1997 EIR or 2010 
SEIR Mitigation 

Measures 
Address/Resolve 

Impacts? 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of waste water? 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

1997 EIR/EIS Section 
1.2.4.4, Section 2.2.4.7, 

Section 3.7, Section 4.1.8 and 
4.4.8. 1997 EIR/EIS Volume 

5, Appendix VIII 
(Archaeological Studies 

provided as a confidential 
document). 

No No No Yes 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 

have a significant impact on the environment?  
2010 SEIR Section 4.2.4. No   No  No No 

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?  

2010 SEIR Section 4.2.4. No  No No No 

Hazards and Hazardous Material. Would the project: 
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 

routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?  

1997 EIR/EIS Section 
1.2.4.5, Section 3.12, Section 
4.1.13, 4.2.6, 4.3.6, 4.4.12. 
1997 EIR/EIS Volume 6, 

Appendix XII. 

No No No Yes 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment?  

No No No Yes 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

e. For a project located within the adopted Kern County Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan, would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

f. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 
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Environmental Issue Area 
Where Impact Was 

Analyzed in 1997 EIR/EIS  
or 2010 SEIR 

Do Proposed Changes 
Involve New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Significant Impacts? 

Do New Circumstances 
Indicate New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Impacts? 

Any New Information 
Indicating New or 
Substantially More 
Severe Significant 

Impacts? 

Do 1997 EIR or 2010 
SEIR Mitigation 

Measures 
Address/Resolve 

Impacts? 

h. Would implementation of the project generate vectors (flies, mosquitoes, 
rodents, etc.) or have a component that includes agricultural waste?  
Specifically, would the project exceed the following qualitative threshold: 

The presence of domestic flies, mosquitoes, cockroaches, rodents, and/or any 
other vectors associated with the project is significant when the applicable 
enforcement agency determines that any of the vectors: 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

i. Occur as immature stages and adults in numbers considerably in 
excess of those found in the surrounding environment; and No No No No mitigation necessary. 

ii. Are associated with design, layout, and management of project 
operations; and No No No No mitigation necessary. 

iii. Disseminate widely from the property; and No No No No mitigation necessary. 

iv. Cause detrimental effects on the public health or well being of the 
majority of the surrounding population. No No No No mitigation necessary. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. Would the project: 
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 

otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?  1997 EIR/EIS Section 3.4, 
Section 4.1.5, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, 
4.4.5, 4.5.4. 1997 EIR/EIS 
Volume 3, Appendix III, 
Attachment E; Volume 4, 

Appendix V.  

No No No Yes 

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin?  

No No No Yes 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the 
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:  

 No No No Yes 

i. result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or offsite;  2010 SEIR Section 4.1.3.  No No No Yes 
ii. substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner 

which would result in flooding on- or offsite; 
2010 SEIR Section 4.1.3.  No No No Yes 

iii. create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or 

2010 SEIR Section 4.1.3.  No No No Yes 

iv. impede or redirect flood flows? 2010 SEIR Section 4.1.3.  No No No Yes 
d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to 

project inundation? 
2010 SEIR Section 4.1.3. No  No No No mitigation necessary. 

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan? 

2010 SEIR Section 4.1.3. No  No No Yes 

Land Use and Planning. Would the project: 
a. Physically divide an established community?  

1997 EIR/EIS Section 
1.2.4.6, Section 3.10, and 

Section 4.1.11. 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect?  

No No No Yes 
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Environmental Issue Area 
Where Impact Was 

Analyzed in 1997 EIR/EIS  
or 2010 SEIR 

Do Proposed Changes 
Involve New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Significant Impacts? 

Do New Circumstances 
Indicate New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Impacts? 

Any New Information 
Indicating New or 
Substantially More 
Severe Significant 

Impacts? 

Do 1997 EIR or 2010 
SEIR Mitigation 

Measures 
Address/Resolve 

Impacts? 

Mineral Resources. Would the project:  
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 

value to the region and the residents of the state?  1997 EIR/EIS Section 3.1, 
Sections 4.1.2, 4.4.2 & 4.5.2, 

Section 3.10, and Section 
4.1.11. 

No No No Yes 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan?  

No No No Yes 

Noise. Would the project: 
a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?  1997 EIR/EIS Section 

2.2.4.6, Sections 3.9, Sections 
4.1.10, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, 4.4.10, & 
4.5.8. 1997 EIR/EIS Volume 

6, Appendix X. 

No No No Yes 

b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?  No No No Yes 
c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 

vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
No No No Yes 

d. For a project located within the vicinity of the Kern County Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan, would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

Population and Housing. Would the project:  
a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for 

example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?  

1997 EIR/EIS Section 
1.2.4.6, Section 3.10, and 

Section 4.1.11. 

No No No Yes 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?  

No No No No mitigation necessary.   

Public Services. Would the project: 
a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated 

with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need 
for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for 
any of the public services:  1997 EIR/EIS Section 2.2.3. 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

i. Fire protection?  No No No No mitigation necessary. 

ii. Police protection?  No No No No mitigation necessary. 

iii. Schools?  No No No No mitigation necessary. 

iv. Parks?  No No No No mitigation necessary. 

v. Other public facilities?  No No No No mitigation necessary. 

Recreation. Would the project: 
a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 

parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?  

1997 EIR/EIS Section 3.10.2 No No No No mitigation necessary. 
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Environmental Issue Area 
Where Impact Was 

Analyzed in 1997 EIR/EIS  
or 2010 SEIR 

Do Proposed Changes 
Involve New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Significant Impacts? 

Do New Circumstances 
Indicate New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Impacts? 

Any New Information 
Indicating New or 
Substantially More 
Severe Significant 

Impacts? 

Do 1997 EIR or 2010 
SEIR Mitigation 

Measures 
Address/Resolve 

Impacts? 

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

Transportation. Would the project: 
a. Conflict with program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?  
1997 EIR/EIS Section 3.13 No No No Yes 

b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 
15064.3, subdivision (b)?  

 Not analyzed No No No No mitigation necessary. 

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)?  

 1997 EIR/EIS Section 3.13 No No No No mitigation necessary. 

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?   1997 EIR/EIS Section 3.12.2 No No No No mitigation necessary. 

Tribal Cultural Resources. Would the project: 
a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as 
either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined 
in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

1997 EIR/EIS Section 3.7.2 

No   No  No Yes 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

No   No  No No mitigation necessary. 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and 
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

No   No  No No mitigation necessary. 

Utilities and Service Systems. Would the project:  
a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 

wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects?  

1997 EIR/EIS Section 3.0.4 

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 
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Environmental Issue Area 
Where Impact Was 

Analyzed in 1997 EIR/EIS  
or 2010 SEIR 

Do Proposed Changes 
Involve New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Significant Impacts? 

Do New Circumstances 
Indicate New or 

Substantially More Severe 
Impacts? 

Any New Information 
Indicating New or 
Substantially More 
Severe Significant 

Impacts? 

Do 1997 EIR or 2010 
SEIR Mitigation 

Measures 
Address/Resolve 

Impacts? 

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?  

No No No No mitigation necessary. 

Wildfire. Would the project: 
a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan?  
1997 EIR/EIS Sections 3.12 No No No  No mitigation necessary. 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, 
and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a 
wildfire or uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?  

1997 EIR/EIS Sections 3.11.8 
& 3.12 

No No No  No mitigation necessary. 

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) 
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing 
impacts to the environment?  

No No No  No mitigation necessary. 

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes?  

1997 EIR/EIS Section 3.4.1.2  No No No  No mitigation necessary. 

Mandatory Findings of Significance. Would the project:  
a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory?  

1997 EIR/EIS Section 3.6.2.2 No  No No Yes  

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental 
effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)?  

1997 EIR/EIS Section 3.0.2 
and Sections 4.0 and 4.4.8.4 

 No No  No Yes  

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?  

1997 EIR/EIS Sections 3.5, 
3.9, 3.12 

No  No No Yes 
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3.1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

3.1.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Aesthetics effects if it would: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public 
views of the site and its surroundings. (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly 
accessible vantage point).  If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

 
3.1.2 Impact Analysis 

For Aesthetics thresholds of significance a and b above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: 

“Operations under the Proposed Action would cause some visual contrast with the 
surrounding land from more distant viewpoints, even after reclamation. However, when 
the Proposed Action is viewed in relationship to other current and historical activities there 
is only a weak contrast. The project area, with the implementation of the Proposed Action, 
would contrast slightly with the existing environment. Due to the viewing distance from the 
major travel routes, viewer sensitivity to the visual resources is considered to be low to 
moderate.” 

“All the mining projects in the area are subject to reclamation procedures which would 
reduce the impact to the visual resources. The proposed project would not alter the existing 
appearance to the casual viewer because the type of activities outlined in the Proposed 
Action are consistent with past activities in the area.” 

“The visual impacts from the Proposed Action would be Less Than Significant when 
compared to the currently existing conditions and surrounding views.” (1997 FEIR/EIS, 
pp. 249-250) 

 
The County determined in the 2010 SEIR that between 1997 and 2010 there were no new or significant 
changes in the visual conditions in the project vicinity, and no new unique scenic resources within the 
project area or vicinity.  The Project analyzed in the 2010 SEIR also did not include any significant new or 
modified design features that would conflict with the 1997 EIR/EIS conclusions.  Accordingly, the 2010 
SEIR concluded that the 2010 Project’s aesthetic impacts would remain less than significant with respect 
to thresholds of significance a and b. 
 
For Aesthetics thresholds of significance c and d above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that "The visual 
character of the site could be altered by the project activities." (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. S-34.)  It was further 
explained in the 1997 EIR/EIS that this general impact statement pertained to impacts that could result from 
the visibility of surface disturbance associated with construction and operation of project facilities, the 
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creation of overburden piles, the creation of the heap leach facilities, the creation of the surface mine and 
the occasional dust plumes resulting from blasting (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 248). The 1997 EIR/EIS found that 
visual character alterations could also result from the potential visibility of fugitive light during nighttime; 
color contrasts between structural features and natural landscapes; and historical mining disturbances, if 
not reclaimed. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 248-250). 
 
The 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded that reclamation of the site would reduce the long-term impacts of surface 
disturbance, and the use of earthtone colors on project facilities and equipment would mitigate effects 
related to visual contrast. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 251.) Additionally, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: 

The operations plan calls for portable lighting units which will be used in the active 
working areas in the mine and on the overburden piles. The facilities will be lighted for 
safety 24-hours per day. The lights would be visible from the KOP’s (Key Observations 
Points); however, all lighting will be directed toward the working areas and shield. Project 
design features will reduce the level of impact to Less Than Significant. (1997 FEIR/EIS, 
p. 250) 

 
The Project visual impacts evaluated under the 2010 SEIR were determined to remain less than significant 
due to same planned reclamation, requisite structural painting, and lighting plans.   
 
With respect to Aesthetics thresholds of significance a, b, and c above, the Modified Project would disturb 
an additional approximately 258 acres compared to the 1997 Project. Of these 258 acres, 155 acres were 
not previously included in the 1997 and 2010 Project footprints.  The Modified Project also excludes 
approximately 214 acres (mostly undisturbed with only some minor surface impacts associated with dirt 
roads) that were proposed to be impacted in the 1997 and 2010 Project footprints (Figure 2), but will not 
be impacted by the Modified Project.  
 
As discussed in Section 2.4, the Modified Project includes no additional construction activities. Visual 
impacts from the Modified Project would be solely attributable to surface mining operations within the 
additional 258 acres that would be disturbed by the Modified Project compared to the 1997 Project.  Surface 
mining operations within these 258 acres would be consistent with operations elsewhere within the 
Modified Project Area that were analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS. 
 
The Project reviewed in the 1997 EIR/EIS would have been visible from 89 percent of areas within 5 miles, 
and 52 percent of areas between 5 and 15 miles (Figure 6), and prominently visible from the unincorporated 
communities of Mojave and Rosamond (located approximately 5 miles to the north and approximately 8 
miles to the south of the Project, respectively). The Modified Project would be visible from an additional 
approximately 4 percent of the area within a 5-mile radius of the Modified Project Area and 6 percent of 
the area between a 5- and 15-mile radius of the Modified Project Area (Westland 2019) (see areas shown 
in purple in Figure 6). These areas are adjacent to and immediately downgradient from the areas impacted 
by the 1997 Project (Figure 6).  As with the 1997 Project, the Modified Project impacts to these 258 acres 
would cause some visual contrast with the surrounding land from more distant viewpoints, even after 
reclamation.  However, visual impacts resulting from surface mining operations in these 258 acres would 
be visually similar to the existing surface mining operations within the footprint analyzed in connection 
with approval of the 1997 Project.  Moreover, like the 1997 Project, when the Modified Project is viewed 
in relationship to other current and historical activities there is only a weak contrast with the existing 
environment, as phrased in the 1997 EIR/EIS. 
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Consistent with the County’s conclusion in the 2010 SEIR, the visual conditions in the project vicinity have 
not changed (except for construction and surface mining operations associated with the Project), and there 
are no new unique scenic resources within the project area or vicinity.  The Kern County Planning and 
Natural Resources Interactive Map, GoogleEarth, and EPA NEPAssist online review tools were reviewed 
to confirm that there are no unique scenic resources identified within the additional areas from where the 
Modified Project would be visible.  Further, Caltrans’ current listing of eligible and designated State Scenic 
Highways was reviewed to confirm that there are no officially designated state scenic highways within the 
visual analysis area.  The closest designated state scenic highways are SR 58 and SR 14 near Mojave, which 
are designated eligible status but are not officially designated state scenic highways. However, due to the 
large distance between the “eligible” portions of these state-designated highways, which are approximately 
4 miles away to the north, as well as intervening topography, the Modified Project operations would not be 
visible from SR 58 or SR 14.  Furthermore, any limited viewsheds from SR 58 and SR 14 were already 
within the view of the 1997 Project and would not be further visible and/or potentially impacted by the 
Modified Project. 
 
Finally, compared to the 1997 Project, the Modified Project would incorporate more thorough reclamation 
procedures that would reduce the Modified Project’s visual impacts compared to the 1997 Project.  The 
entire Modified Project Area would be subject to reclamation, including sequential material replacement, 
natural contouring, and revegetation. In this regard, the Modified Project represents an aesthetics 
improvement over the 1997 Project. 
 
The Modified Project will not have new or more severe significant impacts on a scenic vista or on visual 
resources within a state scenic highway. The Modified Project also will not substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings.  For these reasons, the 
Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the project as analyzed in the 1997 
EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR.  Therefore, the Modified Project’s aesthetic impacts related 
to thresholds of significance a, b, and c above will remain less than significant.  
 
With respect to Aesthetics threshold of significance d, the Modified Project would not create a new source 
of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Existing 
sources of light or glare include outdoor lighting, buildings and structures, and vehicles and equipment. 
These Project elements are the same or similar from those reviewed in the 1997 EIR /EIS and the 2010 
SEIR. As discussed in Section 2.1.9, the Modified Project includes no additional construction activities. 
Visual impacts from the Modified Project would be solely attributable to surface mining operations within 
the additional 258 acres that would be disturbed by the Modified Project compared to the 1997 Project.  
Surface mining operations within these 258 acres would be consistent with operations elsewhere within the 
Modified Project Area that were analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS.  Moreover, the regulatory requirements and 
existing mitigation measures that currently apply to the Project would continue to be implemented as part 
of the Modified Project (and are described in Section 3.1.3). 
 
3.1.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

The regulatory requirements and the existing mitigation measures for the Project as evaluated in the 1997 
EIS/EIR and the 2010 SEIR are provided below.  These same requirements and mitigation measures would 
remain applicable to the Modified Project. Based on the analysis presented in this Addendum and in related 
technical reports, there are no additional measures or conditions proposed for the Modified Project. 
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Regulatory Requirements 

 The Reclamation Plan approved by Kern County includes the following: 

 The removal of all buildings and foundations at the end of the project; 

 Grading of overburden piles and heap leach piles to fit in with the surrounding topography; 
and 

 Revegetation of the disturbed areas with native species of plants. 

 Dust control measures required in the air permit to control particulate emissions will minimize the 
potential visual impact of fugitive dust. 

 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

 Surface disturbance will be minimized to that required for safe and efficient operation. (Condition 
of Approval No. 27) 

 Historical mining disturbance will be reclaimed (Condition of Approval No. 44) 

 Buildings and structures will be painted with non-reflective earthtone colors to blend with the 
predominant background. (Condition of Approval No. 45) 

 Outdoor lighting for the mine pit and other areas of nighttime activities will be shielded and directed 
downward to reduce fugitive light. Light poles will be no higher than necessary for safe and 
efficient lighting. Low-pressure sodium bulbs or other appropriate technology will be used for 
outdoor lighting. (Condition of Approval No. 46) 

 
3.1.4 Technical Study Analysis 

 1997 EIR/EIS 

 2010 SEIR 

 Visual Assessment for Soledad Mountain Project (WestLand Resources, 2019) (see Appendix A) 
 
3.1.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the aesthetics analysis set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR and conclusions 
adopted with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and are 
unchanged by the Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum.  In addition, the regulatory 
requirements and mitigation measures/conditions of approval from the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR and the 
current CUPs (CUP No. 41, Map 213; CUP No. 22, Map 214; and CUP No. 27, Map 196) that are currently 
applicable to the Project will continue to be implemented, and no different or additional mitigation measures 
are proposed. 
 
With respect to aesthetic and visual impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial changes to the 
project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the Project as 
analyzed in 1997 or 2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was not 
known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe 
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significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 and that would require major revisions to 
address.  (CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
 
3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

3.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Agriculture and Forestry effects if the project would:  

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could 
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use?  

f) Result in the cancellation of an open space contract made pursuant to the California Land 
Conservation Act of 1965 or Farmland Security Zone Contract for any parcel of 100 or more acres 
(Section 15206(b)(3) Public Resources Code? 

 
3.2.2 Impact Analysis 

For Agriculture and Forestry Resources threshold of significance a, c, d and e above, the 1997 EIR/EIS 
concluded: 

“The existing and historical land use within the project site is mineral exploration, mining 
and open space.…There is no prime agricultural land within the project area, therefore, 
there is no impact.…Agriculture is not considered feasible on the project site due to the 
lack of soil and steep slopes.” (1997 EIR/EIS, pp. 264) 

 
The 1997 FEIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR analyzed the Project’s impacts regarding agriculture, but did not 
analyze the Project’s impacts regarding forest land because the significance criteria had not yet been 
adopted as part of the Appendix G CEQA Guidelines. The absence of a forestry resources analysis in 
reference to forest land in the 1997 EIR/EIS does not require preparation of such an analysis for the 
Modified Project because information regarding project impacts to forest land is not “new information, 
which was not known and could not have been known at the time the [prior analysis] was certified as 
complete”.  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21166(c); see, e.g., Citizens Against Airport Pollution v. City of San 
Jose (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 788.) 
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that there was no prime agricultural land or agricultural production within 
the Project area and therefore, there was no opportunity to disturb any agricultural or farmland cultivation. 
Furthermore, the Project site had already been disturbed by past mining operations and was not being 
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utilized for any agricultural cultivation.  As such, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the Project would not 
result in substantial adverse impacts to prime agricultural land or due to conversion of farmland. The 2010 
SEIR concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS findings on the basis that the Project site was historically disturbed 
by mining operations and was not used for agricultural operations; therefore, the 2010 SEIR determined 
that no further analysis was necessary regarding agricultural resources.  
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS’ description of the Project site’s regional setting as it relates to agricultural resources 
remains accurate. None of the new impact areas displayed on Figure 2 are designated farmland or 
agricultural land of statewide or local importance.  For these reasons, the Modified Project would not result 
in any significant agriculture and forestry resource impacts regarding prime farmland, unique farmland, or 
farmland of statewide importance, and conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. 
 
Given that forest lands do not exist on-site or in the immediate vicinity of the Modified Project, potential 
adverse impacts to forest lands would not result. Zone Districts of the Modified Project and surrounding 
area (per the Kern County Zoning Ordinance) are identified and labeled on Figure 3. As stated in the 1997 
EIR/EIS and the 2010 SEIR, the Project site has been historically disturbed by mineral exploration and 
mining operations (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 264). Mining and reclamation activities under the Modified Project 
would continue to occur in generally the same location as considered in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR. 
Therefore, the Modified Project would not result in any significant agriculture and forestry resource impact 
regarding forest land zoning, loss of forest land, or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 
 
For Agriculture and Forestry Resources threshold of significance b and f above, the 1997 EIR/EIS 
concluded, “The project would not prevent other types of land uses, such as residential, on adjacent 
properties. Agriculture is not considered feasible on the project site due to the lack of soil and the steep 
slopes.” (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 266) 
 
Moreover, the 2010 SEIR included analysis of the 2010 Project’s relation to any existing Williamson Act 
contracts, and states, in part as follows: 

“There is no Williamson Act Contract or other open space contract on the project site or 
in the project vicinity. Therefore, there is no opportunity for the Revised Project to cancel 
any Williamson Act Contract or affect any other open space contract. Further discussion 
in this SEIR is not required.” (2010 SEIR, p. 4.1-8) 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS’ description of the Modified Project site’s zoning remains applicable.  Mining and 
reclamation activities under the Modified Project would continue to occur within the same location. The 
Modified Project’s potential impacts to existing zoning for agricultural use, Williamson Act contracts, or 
other open space contract on the Modified Project site or in the Modified Project vicinity would be 
unchanged compared to the Project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
3.2.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

Both the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR determined that impacts related to agriculture and forestry resources 
were less than significant; therefore, no mitigation measures were necessary. 
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3.2.4 Technical Study Analysis 

Other than the language found in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, technical studies were not prepared to 
further assess agriculture and forestry resources impacts. 
 
3.2.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the agriculture and forestry analyses set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR, and 
conclusions adopted with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and 
are unchanged by the Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum. No mitigation measures 
were set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS or the 2010 SEIR because impacts to agriculture and forestry resources 
were considered less than significant, and no additional mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
With respect to agriculture and forestry resources impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial 
changes to the existing Project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances 
surrounding the Project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the Project as analyzed in 
1997 and 2010 that was not known and could not have been known that would result in new significant 
impacts or more severe significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require 
major revisions to address. (CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
 
3.3 Air Quality  

3.3.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Air Quality effect if it would: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 
Specifically, would implementation of the project (in a specific location) exceed any of the following 
adopted thresholds: 

i. San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 

Operational and Area Sources 

 Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 
  10 tons per year 

 Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 
  10 tons per year 

 Particulate Matter (PM10) 
  15 tons per year 

Stationary Sources as determined by District Rules 

 Severe Nonattainment 
  25 tons per year 

 Extreme Nonattainment 
  10 tons per year 

ii. Eastern Kern Air Pollution Control District 
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Operational and Area Sources 

Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 
  25 tons per year 

 Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 
  25 tons per year 

 Particulate Matter (PM10) 
  15 tons per year 

Stationary Sources as determined by District Rules 

  25 tons per year 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number 
of people?  

 
3.3.2 Impact Analysis 

For Air Quality thresholds of significance a and b above, the 2010 SEIR noted “A project is non-
conforming if it conflicts with or delays implementation of any applicable attainment or maintenance plan. 
A project is conforming if it complies with all applicable District rules and regulations, complies with all 
proposed control measures that are not yet adopted from the applicable plan(s), and is consistent with the 
growth forecasts in the applicable plan(s) (or is directly included in the applicable plan).” (2010 SEIR, p. 
4.2-41).  
 
With respect to thresholds of significance a and b, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: 

“This type of mining project was anticipated by the Kern County Air Pollution Control 
District and is in conformity with the air district’s plan for attainment of the ozone NAAQS 
and CAAQS...The proposed project will obtain permits, as applicable, from the Kern 
County Air Pollution Control District and comply with all applicable rules and regulations 
designed to achieve or maintain compliance with NAAQS or CAAQS…The proposed 
project would not violate any approved plan for achieving or maintaining compliance with 
NAAQS or CAAQS, local or regional growth or congestion plans or local CEQA 
significance standards for air quality…” (1997 EIR/EIS, pp. 208, 219, 220). 

 
The 2010 SEIR did not change the conclusions discussed in the 1997 EIR/EIS because it was determined 
the 2010 Project changes reduced emissions compared to the 1997 Project. Specifically, the 2010 SEIR 
determined the Project was consistent with the Kern Council of Governments Final Air Quality Conformity 
Analysis (May 2007) based on a review of key socio-economic data including population, employment, 
and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The 2010 SEIR also reviewed the Kern County Air Pollution Control 
District’s (KCAPCD) “2003 Ozone Attainment Demonstration, Maintenance Plan, and Redesignation 
Request” and determined the 2010 Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2003 
Ozone Plan because County staff has established conditions of approval with the project’s processing to 
ensure compliance.  Ultimately, it was found that the 2010 Project, like the 1997 Project, would not result 
in any new significant impact and would comply with all control measures in the 2003 Ozone Plan. 
 
The Project is located within the jurisdiction of the Eastern Kern Air Pollution Control District.  With 
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respect to NOx emissions from mobile sources, in 2010 it was found that some Project changes (e.g., 
aggregate processing) and methodologies (e.g., different emission factors) may result in higher non-mobile 
source emissions.  The 2010 SEIR found that these emissions do not represent new or more severe impacts.    
 
The 2010 SEIR further noted that NOx emissions would be reduced with the operation of equipment which 
meets all California regulations and by complying with idling restrictions and low sulfur diesel fuel use. 
Specifically, the 2010 SEIR recommended the following mitigation measures to reduce NOx emissions: 

a) Properly maintain and tune all internal combustion engine powered equipment, with maintenance 
checks being performed on all mechanical equipment once every four months. 

b) Require employees and subcontractors to comply with California’s idling restrictions for 
compression ignition engines. 

c) Require the use of low sulfur (CARB) diesel fuel. 
(2010 SEIR, p. 4.2-51) 

 
Although these mitigation measures would reduce NOx emissions, the 2010 SEIR found they would not 
fall below the EKCAPCD’s significance threshold for mobile sources.  Therefore, the 2010 SEIR 
determined that, with the exception of NOx emissions from mobile sources (due to added truck trips 
transporting aggregate), the changes in the 2010 Project do not change the conclusions in the 1997 
FEIR/EIS, and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable for mobile source NOx emissions. 
 
To assess potential air quality impacts associated with the Modified Project, an Air Quality Technical 
Memorandum was prepared by Advanced Monitoring Methods (ADVM2, 2020) (please see Appendix B).  
The analysis found that, with the exception of NOx emissions from mobile sources (due to added truck trips 
transporting aggregate), which will be discussed further below, the changes in the Modified Project do not 
change the conclusions in the 1997 EIR/EIS. With respect to NOx emissions from mobile sources, the 
analysis concluded that Modified Project NOx emissions would be similar to those from the 1997 Project 
and, as concluded in the 2010 SEIR, would remain significant and unavoidable.   
 
Criteria pollutant emissions associated with the 1997 Project and Modified Project were reevaluated in the 
Air Quality Technical Memorandum (ADVM2, 2019).  As discussed in the air quality technical 
memorandum, the Modified Project will result in fewer emissions in every category than analyzed in the 
1997 EIR/EIS except for NOx from mobile sources, as discussed above, and VOCs/ROGs from mobile 
sources, which will be slightly higher as there is a larger vehicle fleet for the Modified Project.  For both 
NOx and VOC/ROG emissions, the Modified Project represents an approximately 4.7 percent increase 
compared to the 1997 Project.  However, consistent with the 2010 SEIR conclusion, these emissions 
increases are more than offset by decreases in every other emission category (except for non-mobile 
VOC/ROG emissions, which are identical). 
 
As proposed, the existing mitigation measures identified in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR will continue 
to apply to the Modified Project, and the Modified Project would continue to comply with applicable 
regulatory requirements.  Therefore, the Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged 
compared to the Project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR, and thus 
impacts would remain less than significant, except for threshold of significance b, for which Modified 
Project impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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For Air Quality threshold of significance c, the 1997 EIR/EIS estimated emissions of air toxics from the 
1997 Project, including naturally occurring metals from handling of the ore and overburden materials, 
hydrogen cyanide from the leaching solution and organic gases, and some metals from the gas-fired furnace 
and the mercury retort. The 1997 analysis also evaluated cumulative impacts, including both short- and 
long-term impacts, based on residential and industrial projects proposed in the vicinity and found that no 
significant impacts would occur. Based on a health risk assessment, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that these 
emissions would cause a less than significant impact (1997 EIR/EIS, pp. 214-215, 219). 
 
In 2010, it was found that the Project would not use any additional toxic compounds or increase use of 
those previously reviewed in 1997.  Conversely, it was found the 2010 Project changes would tend to 
decrease risk of exposure to toxic air contaminants. Although a health risk assessment prepared by Air 
Sciences for the 2010 Project suggested that that the health risk associated with the 2010 Project was greater 
than that of the 1997 Project, the 2010 SEIR determined that this was due to regulatory changes since 1997, 
including choice of modeling program, number of contaminants evaluated, risk factors, etc., and not due to 
any actual increase in emissions.  Notwithstanding, the 2010 analysis showed that the Project remained 
below applicable health risk significance thresholds.  It was determined the Project as analyzed in 2010 
would not result in any significant new health risk impact, and therefore impacts remained less than 
significant with no new mitigations required. 
 
As discussed above, the Modified Project will result in fewer emissions in every category than analyzed in 
the 1997 EIR/EIS except for NOx and VOCs/ROGs from mobile sources, which will be slightly higher as 
there is a larger vehicle fleet for the Modified Project. Consistent with the conclusions in the 1997 EIR/EIS 
and 2010 SEIR, the Modified Project will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations both due to the overall reduction in emissions and because no new sensitive receptors (e.g., 
residences, schools, hospitals, etc.,) have been constructed within the vicinity of the Modified project site.    
Further, the Modified Project will not use any additional toxic compounds or increase the use of those 
previously reviewed in 1997 and 2010.  For these reasons, the Modified Project’s potential health risk 
impacts would remain below applicable significance thresholds as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as 
reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
For Air Quality thresholds of significance d, the 1997 EIR/EIS considered odor impacts, and generally 
concluded as follows: “No conditions are anticipated which would create a public nuisance condition, 
therefore, the impact of the Proposed Action is Less Than Significant” (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 215). The 2010 
SEIR also found that no changes were incorporated into the 2010 Project that would increase odors from 
those determined in 1997, cause visibility or other problems which could cause a public nuisance, or change 
the conclusions of the 1997 EIR/EIS. None of the proposed changes under the Modified Project have the 
potential to cause an odor, visibility or other problem which could cause a public nuisance.  Therefore, the 
Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the Project as analyzed in the 1997 
EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR. 
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3.3.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form also contains criteria specific to Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) 
emissions.  Specifically, the Appendix G Checklist indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
GHG effect if it would: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 
on the environment?  

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?  

 
For Greenhouse Gas thresholds of significance a and b, the 1997 EIR/EIS did not analyze the Project’s 
GHG emissions or the potential impact on or contribution to climate change because no such analysis was 
yet required by CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines.   Although GHG/CO2 emissions were not evaluated in the 
1997 EIR/EIS, Air Sciences, Inc. (2009) estimated retroactively the emissions associated with the 1997 
Project, and compared these to the emissions estimated for the 2010 Project. As discussed in the 2010 SEIR, 
it was determined construction and mining activity related CO2 emissions were lower for the 2010 Project 
compared to the 1997 Project.  Additionally, the annual average CO2 emissions from the 2010 Project were 
substantially less than the 10,000 metric tons per year CEQA significance threshold applied at that time by 
Kern County to industrial projects. As such, it was determined the 2010 Projects would not result in any 
significant new GHG impacts compared to the 1997 Project, and therefore impacts were less than 
significant with no new mitigations required. 
 
Greenhouse gas emissions for the Modified Project were quantified within the air quality memorandum 
prepared by ADVM2 (see Appendix B).  Comparing the 1997 Project’s GHG emissions to the Modified 
Project, the maximum and life-of-mine average annual CO2 emissions in the Modified Project design are 
approximately 13% higher than the CO2 emissions estimated for the 1997 Project.  This is attributable to 
the larger vehicle fleet for the Modified Project. The annual emissions, however, remain less than the 
25,000-metric ton per year threshold, which is the CEQA significance threshold adopted by the Kern 
County Governing Board on March 8, 2012.  The minimal increase (i.e., 13%) in GHG emissions on 
maximum and life-of-mine average annual CO2 emissions basis does not constitute a new or more severe 
significant impact than analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR.  Therefore, the Modified Project is 
consistent with the findings of the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, and no further GHG analysis or mitigation 
measures are proposed.  Please see Appendix B for more detail. 
 
3.3.4 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

Regulatory Requirements 

 The KCAPCD will review facility designs and operations for compliance with Federal and 
California regulations for the protection of air quality. An application for Authority to Construct 
has been submitted to EKCAPCD. 

 As required by EKCAPCD, permitted sources of emissions will be equipped with Best Available 
Control Technology (“BACT”). 

 Roads will be maintained on a routine basis. Appropriate dust suppression techniques will be used 
on roads and disturbed surfaces to minimize fugitive emissions. 
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 As required by EKCAPCD, sources of emissions will be controlled to ensure compliance with 
California Health and Safety Code §41700 (i.e., nuisance) and §41701 (i.e., visible emissions).  

 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

 Onsite equipment and vehicles will be maintained on a routine basis, as recommended by 
manufacturer manuals, to reduce exhaust emissions. (Condition of Approval No. 21) 

 Monitoring stations for PM10 will be established upwind and downwind from the processing 
facilities. (Condition of Approval No. 22 – condition satisfied) 

 A mercury retort will be installed to control mercury emissions. (Condition of Approval No. 23) 

 The size and number of blasts in the mine will be limited by good engineering design. (Condition 
of Approval No. 24) 

 The existing tailings piles will be removed, thereby reducing the long-term fugitive emissions from 
the site. (Condition of Approval No. 25) 

 The adopted reclamation plan shall include reclamation of previously disturbed areas. (Condition 
of Approval No. 26) 

 
3.3.5 Technical Study Analysis 

 1997 EIR/EIS 

 2010 SEIR 

 Golden Queen Mine Modification Air Quality Impact, ADVM2, 2020 (see Appendix B) 
 
3.3.6 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the analyses set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR, and conclusions adopted with 
the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and are unchanged by the 
Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum. In the addition, the regulatory requirements 
and mitigation measures/conditions of approval from the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR and the current CUPs 
(CUP No. 41, Map 213; CUP No. 22, Map 214; and CUP No. 27, Map 196) that are currently applicable to 
the Project will continue to be implemented, and no different or additional mitigation measures are 
proposed. 
 
With respect to air quality impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial changes to the existing 
Project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the Project as 
analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the Project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was 
not known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe 
significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to address. 
(CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
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3.4 Biological Resources 

3.4.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Biological Resources effects if it would: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited 
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species, or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

 
3.4.2 Impact Analysis 

For Biological Resources threshold of significance a above, the 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded: 

There are no endangered, threatened, rare, or sensitive plant species observed or present, 
therefore, no impacts are anticipated. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 223) 

Permanent or temporary loss…of natural vegetation is a residual impact. Revegetation 
during reclamation will offset the loss of natural vegetation types. The loss would be Less 
Than Significant because no rare or unique habitats are affected and there are large amounts 
of similar undisturbed habitats in the regional area. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 225) 

No threatened or endangered animal species have been identified or observed on the project 
site. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 226) 

No threatened or endangered species have been identified on the project site. Neither desert 
tortoises nor Mohave ground squirrels were observed on the project site…The populations 
of wildlife are not anticipated to drop below self sustaining levels as a result of the proposed 
project. No significant impacts to sensitive species are anticipated as a result of the proposed 
project (1997 FEIR/EIS, pp. 230 and 231). 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS included a biological study entitled “Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation for 
Soledad Mountain Project,” prepared by Bamberg Associates in April 1997. The 1997 EIR/EIS and 
Bamberg study surveyed the project area for plant species and wildlife species, including bats, desert 
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tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, and other species with the potential to be present on site.  The report 
concluded that impacts to plant species would be insignificant since project reclamation would return the 
project site to open habitat, including native vegetation, after mining was completed. The report also 
concluded that impacts to animal species and species of concern would be insignificant if the project 
complied with standard regulatory requirements, including preparation of a desert tortoise survey and 
consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  The 
1997 EIR/EIS concluded that 1997 Project impacts to candidate, sensitive, or special status species would 
be less than significant. 
 
Additional biological assessments were prepared in connection with the 2010 SEIR, during which Sunrise 
Consulting (2009) identified six special status wildlife species in addition to the Mojave ground squirrel 
and desert tortoise that had been recorded in the vicinity of the 2010 Project Area: 

 Townsend's big-eared bat, (Corynorhinus townsendii townsendii), High Potential.  

 Prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus), High Potential.  

 Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), Present.  

 Le Conte’s thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei), High Potential.  

 Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), Present.  

 American badger (Taxidea taxus), Low Potential 

 Desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii). Federally Threatened. State Threatened. Absent.  

 Mojave Ground Squirrel (Xerospermophilus mohavensis). State Threatened. Low potential.  
 
Of the eight species that have been recorded in the vicinity of the site, the 2010 SEIR concluded that only 
the birds had been observed on or near the site, or have a high potential of appearing on-site (Sunrise 
Consulting 2009). Suitable nesting habitat for various birds, including raptors and migratory bird species, 
such as loggerhead shrike, prairie falcon and Le Conte’s thrasher, was identified in the Project Area; 
however, because no project activities were to take place in areas of potential nesting, and loggerhead 
shrikes and LeConte’s thrashers are both very mobile and unlikely to be adversely affected by Project 
activities (Sunrise Consulting 2009), the 2010 SEIR determined there would be no impact and no further 
surveys or avoidance/mitigation would be required for prairie falcons, loggerhead shrikes, and LeConte’s 
thrashers. 
 
Evidence of the burrowing owl was found onsite during the surveys conducted by Sunrise Consulting 
(2009), and mitigation measures were identified, incorporated as conditions of approval, and have been 
implemented for burrowing owls. 
 
Historically, desert tortoises have been found near the site, but Kern County (2010) noted that none had 
been found in the past 20 years west of State Highway 14 (to date that is approximately 29 years). The 
focused surveys conducted for the Project evaluated by the 2010 SEIR to comply with regulatory 
requirements imposed by CDFG and USFWS found no evidence of current or historical presence of this 
desert tortoise on-site; therefore, the desert tortoise was considered to be absent from the project site. 
Further, Sunrise Consulting (2009) found that historical soil disturbance has left soils on the site only 
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marginally suitable for this species and as a result it is not likely that the species will be re-established 
onsite.  
 
The Mohave ground squirrel and American badger were not found onsite and the only record of their 
occurrence was 10 and 5 miles from the project site respectively. The Mohave ground squirrel has also not 
been found west of State Highway 14 (Sunrise Consulting 2009). 
 
The Project evaluated in the 2010 SEIR was required to comply with the 1997 regulatory requirements, 
design features, mitigation measures, and conditions of approval, with the exception of the requirement to 
conduct additional desert tortoise surveys, which were not required or recommended for desert tortoise if 
vegetation removal activities were conducted within one year of the surveys. After that time, no further 
surveys were found to be needed (Kern County 2010).   
 
As discussed in Section 2.4, in comparison to the 1997 Project with 930 acres of total surface disturbance, 
an additional approximately 258 acres would be impacted by the Modified Project (1,188 acres of total 
surface disturbance). The Modified Project footprint configuration includes 155 acres that were not 
previously included in the 1997 and 2010 Project footprints and excludes approximately 214 acres that were 
proposed to be impacted in the 1997 and 2010 Project footprints (see Figure 2). The Modified Project 
includes no additional construction activities. Surface mining operations within the approximately 258 
additional acres of impact would be consistent with operations elsewhere within the Modified Project Area 
that were analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS. 
   
Modified Project impacts within the Permit Modification Area would not have a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly or through habitat modifications, on any special status species, as described by WestLand 
(2019).  
 
Per WestLand (2019), eleven of the special status species that are present or have the potential to be present 
in the Modified Project footprint were analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and/or 2010 SEIR. The 1997 EIR/EIS 
and 2010 SEIR also identified mitigation measures that would minimize and mitigate impacts to special 
status species and habitats.  
 
The habitat types to be impacted by the Modified Project are the same as those analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS 
and/or 2010 SEIR (WestLand 2019). The Modified Project would result in approximately 258 acres of 
additional disturbance compared to the 1997 Project, but, similar to the 1997 analysis, site reclamation 
activities would minimize impacts to vegetation through revegetation with native plant species. Moreover, 
the Modified Project would entail sequential material replacement into excavated areas and revegetation 
within some of these areas such the acreage of disturbed areas that would not be revegetated would be 
similar to or smaller than the impacts identified by the 1997 analysis.  
 
Within the Permit Modification Area, four special status plant species, Alkali mariposa lily (Calochortus 
striatus), (CNPS Rank 1B.2), Mojave spineflower (Chorizanthe spinosa), (CNPS Rank 4.2), Recurved 
larkspur (Delphinium recurvatum), (CNPS Rank 1B.2), and Sagebrush Loeflingia (Loeflingia squarrosa 
var. artemisiarum), (CNPS Rank 2B.2), have a moderate potential to occur where there are substrates these 
plant species require (Dupler 2019). These species were not observed during site assessment on May 30-
31, 2018 (by WRA) or during surveys conducted November 15-17, 2018 (by Kent Hughes Consulting) 
(WestLand 2019). The total range of these species in California include multiple counties and for some 
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multiple states, an area substantially larger than the footprint of the Modified Project Area. Due to the 
limited potential for these plants to occur within the Permit Modification Area, limited availability of 
suitable habitat within the Permit Modification Area, and the minimal impacts on potential habitat within 
the range of these species from existing operations and the Modified Project’s minimal additional impacts, 
the Modified Project would result in less than significant impacts to these species. 
 
Further, existing regulatory requirements and existing mitigation measures and conditions of approval 
would continue to apply to the Modified Project, and would further minimize and mitigate impacts. 
Therefore, overall impacts to vegetation would be similar to the 1997 analysis and would remain less than 
significant.  
 
Thirteen special status animal species are present or have the potential to be present in the Modified Project 
Area.  These species are discussed below: 

 Townsend's big-eared bat, (Corynorhinus townsendii townsendii), (CDFW Species of Special 
Concern, Western Bat Working Group (WBWG) High Priority) has been observed within and in 
the vicinity of the Project area during surveys conducted in 1997, 2006, and 2018 (WestLand 2019). 
In 2018 the species was observed in a mine adit within the Modified Project disturbance footprint 
(GQ3-24).  However, more than 30 abandoned mine features surveyed by Sherwin in 2018 (2019) 
have confirmed or potential bat habitat present and are located outside the Modified Project 
footprint. There are four such mine features in the vicinity of the Modified Project that could 
provide roosting habitat for Townsend's big-eared bat (WestLand 2019).  These features would not 
be impacted by the Modified Project. Pursuant to Condition 37 (1997 FEIR/EIS MM #33), some 
of the mine adits on the landscape will be retained and gated. The Modified Project also includes a 
design component that entails wildlife exclusion and closure of GQ3-24 prior to the disturbance of 
the feature. Based on limited impacts, design features of the Modified Project, and the existing 
mitigation measures that would be implemented to offset those impacts, the Modified Project will 
not result in population-level negative effects to Townsend’s big-eared bat. Impacts to this species 
would be less than significant. 

 Ringtail (Bassariscus astutus), (CDFW Fully Protected Species) tracks were observed in a mine 
adit in 2006 (Brown and Berry 2007). No ringtails or ringtail tracks were observed in the Modified 
Project Area in 2018 (WestLand 2019).  Further, there are no California Natural Diversity Database 
records from Soledad Mountain or adjacent quads (CDFW 2019). The Modified Project may 
locally reduce available habitat and potentially disrupt the home ranges of one or more ringtails. 
However, no population-level negative effects on ringtails are expected to result from the Modified 
Project due to the small extent of surface disturbance relative to their total range. Regulatory 
requirements and existing mitigation measures that would be implemented as part of the Modified 
Project would further minimize and mitigate negative effects. Impacts to this species would be less 
than significant. 

 A Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) (State Threatened, USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern) 
was observed in flight south of the Modified Project Area during biological surveys in November 
2018 (Kent Hughes, Kent Hughes Consulting, pers. comm. to Amanda Best, WestLand, 2018). 
However, no Swainson’s hawks were observed during earlier raptor surveys conducted in May 
2018 (Carroll 2018). Due to the limited potential for this bird to occur within the Permit 
Modification Area, lack of known nesting sites within the Permit Modification Area, the Modified 
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Project’s minimal additional impacts to habitat for this species’ prey, and the regulatory 
requirements and existing mitigation measures that would be implemented as part of the Modified 
Project that would further minimize and mitigate negative effects on this species, the Modified 
Project would result in less than significant impacts to this species. 

 A Northern harrier (Circus hudsonius [cyaneus]) (CDFW Species of Special Concern) was 
observed in the Permit Modification Area during biological surveys in November 2018 (Kent 
Hughes, Kent Hughes Consulting, pers. comm. to Amanda Best, WestLand, 2018). No northern 
harriers were observed during earlier raptor surveys conducted in May 2018 (Carroll 2018). Due to 
the limited potential for this bird to occur within the Permit Modification Area, lack of suitable 
breeding habitat within the Modified Permit Area (WestLand 2019), the Modified Project’s 
minimal additional impacts to habitat for this species’ prey, and the regulatory requirements and 
existing mitigation measures that would be implemented as part of the Modified Project that would 
further minimize and mitigate negative effects on this species, the Modified Project would result in 
less than significant impacts to this species. 

 Three prairie falcons (Falco mexicanus) (USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern) were observed 
in March 2018 near a presumably active nest (Carroll 2018), located approximately 0.1 miles from 
the Modified Project Area. No prairie falcons were observed over or on the Modified Project Area.  
Due to the Modified Project’s minimal additional impacts to habitat for this species, the potential 
for local reductions in the prey base to be offset by increased foraging distances by this species, 
and the regulatory requirements and existing mitigation measures that would be implemented as 
part of the Modified Project that would further minimize and mitigate negative effects on this 
species, the Modified Project would result in less than significant impacts to this species.  

 Burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia) (CDFW Species of Special Concern; USFWS Bird of 
Conservation Concern) have been found to be present within the 1997 and/or 2010 Project 
footprints and surrounding areas over the last fifteen years. However, no burrowing owls have been 
found to be inhabiting the Permit Modification Area and no signs of burrowing owls (feathers, 
whitewash, or pellets) was encountered during 2018 surveys (WestLand 2019). Pre-disturbance 
surveys for this species are required by Condition 90, and Conditions 92 through 94 specify actions 
to be taken in the event burrowing owls or burrows are found. Regulatory requirements and 
additional existing mitigation measures that would be implemented as part of the Modified Project 
would further minimize and mitigate negative effects to this species.  Impacts to this species would 
be less than significant. 

 Le Conte’s thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei) (CDFW Species of Special Concern. USFWS Bird of 
Conservation Concern) have been observed in the Project vicinity (Dupler 2019). Two disjunct 
populations of this bird occur, one in the San Joaquin Valley of California and a second in the west-
central portion of the Baja California peninsula (Fitton 2008, Sheppard 2019). Only the San Joaquin 
population is designated as a Species of Special Concern (CDFW 2019). Le Conte’s thrashers 
within the Project vicinity are not part of the San Joaquin population as described by Fitton (2008) 
but rather occur in the western-most extent of the core population. The Modified Project would 
result in a local reduction in breeding and foraging habitat, but it is not expected to result in 
population-level negative effects to Le Conte’s thrashers due to the small amount of surface 
disturbance relative to their total range. In addition, regulatory requirements and existing mitigation 
measures that would be implemented as part of the Modified Project would further minimize and 
mitigate negative effects. Impacts to this species would be less than significant. 
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 A loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) (CDFW Species of Special Concern, USFWS Bird of 
Conservation Concern) was observed in the Permit Modification Area during biological surveys in 
November 2018 (Kent Hughes, Kent Hughes Consulting, pers. comm. to Amanda Best, WestLand, 
2018). Additionally, there are California Natural Diversity Database records for this species from 
Soledad Mountain and all adjacent quads (CDFW 2019). Due to the Modified Project’s minimal 
additional impacts to habitat for this species and the regulatory requirements and existing mitigation 
measures that would be implemented as part of the Modified Project that would further minimize 
and mitigate negative effects on this species, the Modified Project would result in less than 
significant impacts to this species. 

 An American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) (Federal Delisted, State Delisted, CDFW 
Fully Protected, USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern) was observed in flight over the 1997 
Project footprint in the spring of 1990 (Bamberg and Bamberg 1997). This species was not 
observed during surveys in 2006 or 2018 (Bamberg and Bamberg 2006, Carroll 2018) (Kent 
Hughes, Kent Hughes Consulting, pers. comm. to Amanda Best, WestLand, 2018). Between 1953 
and 2017, there were no known peregrine falcon nesting territories within Kern County (CDFW 
2017) and there are no California Natural Diversity Database records from Soledad Mountain or 
adjacent quads (CDFW 2019). Due to the limited potential for this bird to occur within the Permit 
Modification Area, lack of known nesting sites within the Permit Modification Area, the Modified 
Project’s minimal additional impacts to habitat for this species’ prey, and the regulatory 
requirements and existing mitigation measures that would be implemented as part of the Modified 
Project that would further minimize and mitigate negative effects on this species, the Modified 
Project would result in less than significant impacts to this species. 

 The Mohave shoulderband (Helminthoglypta greggi) was petitioned for listing under the 
Endangered Species Act subsequent to the completion of the SEIR in 2010 (Center for Biological 
Diversity 2014). This snail was not evaluated in prior permitting efforts for the Project. The 
Modified Project includes the avoidance of snail habitat and known locations of these snails would 
remain across three topographic features and habitat within these features would continue to 
provide the necessary features to support the snail through the implementation of Project design 
elements that provide proposed conservation areas and thereby promotes the long-term persistence 
of Mohave shoulderband snail (GQMC 2017). 

 Desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) (Federally Threatened, State Threatened) potential impacts 
were evaluated in the 1997 EIR/EIS and the 2010 SEIR. No live tortoises or recent active sign of 
any type were observed in any of the surveys conducted in support of the 1997, 2010, or current 
biological analyses (Bamberg and Bamberg 1997, Hughes 2018, Sunrise Consulting 2009).  Due 
to the limited potential for desert tortoise to occur within the Permit Modification Area, the 
Modified Project’s minimal additional impacts to habitat for this species, and the regulatory 
requirements and existing mitigation measures that would be implemented as part of the Modified 
Project that would further minimize and mitigate negative effects on this species, the Modified 
Project would result in less than significant impacts to this species. 

 Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) (Federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, CDFW Fully 
Protected Species, USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern) potential impacts were evaluated in the 
1997 EIR/EIS and the 2010 SEIR. There are no known golden eagle nest sites in the Permit 
Modification Area (WestLand 2019). Due to the limited potential for this bird to occur within the 
Permit Modification Area, lack of known nesting sites within the Permit Modification Area, the 
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Modified Project’s minimal additional impacts to habitat for this species’ prey, and the regulatory 
requirements and existing mitigation measures that would be implemented as part of the Modified 
Project that would further minimize and mitigate negative effects on this species, the Modified 
Project would result in less than significant impacts to this species. 

 Mojave Ground Squirrel (Xerospermophilus mohavensis) (State Threatened) potential impacts 
were evaluated in the 1997 EIR/EIS and the 2010 SEIR.  No Mojave ground squirrels were captured 
or observed during surveys (Bamberg and Bamberg 1997). The Permit Modification Area is on the 
edge of the Mojave ground squirrel's known historical range. Additional visual surveys have not 
detected this species near the Permit Modification Area (Bamberg and Bamberg 1997, 2006, Kent 
Hughes, Kent Hughes Consulting, pers. comm. to Amanda Best, WestLand, 2018). The nearest 
recorded Mojave ground squirrel presence is eight miles south of Soledad Mountain and 8 miles 
north of Mojave (Dupler 2019), There would be no impacts to this species as a result of the 
Modified Project. 

 
For Biological Resources thresholds of significance b and c above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: 

No wetlands, marshes, or other environmentally-sensitive habitat areas have been 
identified on the project site. There are no well-defined drainage channels or waters of the 
United States…There would be no loss of riparian [lands], wetlands, or waters as a result 
of the proposed project (1997 FEIR/EIS, pp. 222 and 223). 

 
Based on biological surveys, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that there were no wetlands or riparian areas 
located onsite. Therefore, it was determined that the Project evaluated under the 1997 EIR/EIS would have 
no significant adverse effects on these resources.  The 2010 SEIR concluded that, because the 2010 Project 
would occur within the project area analyzed in 1997, the 2010 Project also would have no significant 
adverse effects on these resources. (Kern County 2010).  
 
With respect to riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities, the Modified Project would also 
not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFW and USFWS. Impacts on riparian habitat 
associated with the Modified Project would be similar in nature to those resulting from the Projects 
evaluated in the 1997 FEIR/EIS and the 2010 SEIR. Dupler (2019) noted the presence of a designated 
sensitive natural community, the Joshua tree woodland (ranked S3 by CDFW), on the alluvial fan at the 
base of the western slope of Soledad Mountain.  
 
However, the Modified Project would result in a similar amount of surface disturbance on the alluvial fan 
at the base of the western slope of Soledad Mountain as the 1997 and 2010 Projects (see Figure 2). Impacts 
to the Joshua tree woodland on the alluvial fan at the base of the western slope of Soledad Mountain would 
be similar because, while there are additional impacts associated with the Modified Project in the clay 
borrow area adjacent to Mojave Tropico Road, much of the western slope of Soledad Mountain that would 
have been impacted by the 1997 Project would no longer be impacted by the Modified Project (see Figure 
2).  
 
In addition, regulatory requirements and existing mitigation measures would continue to be implemented 
as part of the Modified Project and would further minimize and mitigate impacts to this vegetation 
community. Effects to Joshua tree groves were analyzed by 1997 and 2010 analyses and design features 
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proposed to minimize effects to Joshua trees by allowing transplantation of individual trees. Specifically, 
pursuant to Condition No. 28, GQMC has transplanted a number of young Joshua trees and would continue 
to do so as required by this measure (see Table 4 below). Thus, impacts of the Modified Project to the small 
areas of Joshua Tree woodland, a sensitive natural plant community (Dupler 2019) would not be substantial. 
 
With respect to federally protected wetlands, the Permit Modification Area was subject to numerous various 
field surveys, including those specific to an assessment of CDFW waters of the state, which found that no 
wetlands occur within the Permit Modification Area. Therefore, the Modified Project would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.  
 
In a CDFW assessment of the Project conducted as part of the review of the Notice of Preparation (CDFW 
1996, signed by George Nokes) in connection with the 1997 EIR/EIS, the drainages within the 1997 Project 
Area were described as having little or no channel definition and were not expected to support aquatic life. 
Site conditions have not changed since those described in this 1996 assessment, and drainages within the 
Permit Modification Area were found to be consistent with features delineated in 1996 that were determined 
by CDFW to not require a Stream Alteration Agreement (Dupler 2019). The Modified Project would result 
in a similar amount of surface disturbance on the drainages as the 1997 and 2010 Projects (see Figure 2). 
In addition, regulatory requirements and existing mitigation measures that would be implemented as part 
of the Modified Project would further minimize and mitigate impacts to drainages.  
 
Arcadis performed an evaluation to determine if the 2010 Project Area is eligible for the no discharge 
exemption under the new General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Facilities 
(Order 2014-0057-DWQ, also known as the California Statewide Industrial General Permit [IGP], effective 
as of July 1, 2015). This permit regulates operators of facilities subject to storm water permitting (i.e., 
dischargers), that discharge storm water associated with industrial activity (industrial storm water 
discharges). Arcadis found that runoff emanating from the 2010 Project Area does not drain to any surface 
waters. Accordingly, the 2010 Project was considered to be located in an area that is not hydrologically 
connected to waters of the U.S., and is; therefore, eligible for the IGP NONA exemption (Arcadis 2015). 
Further, because they are isolated from downstream waters of the U.S., by definition, these drainages are 
not waters of the U.S. Drainage within the Modified Project Area overlap with those in the 2010 Project 
Area and do not extend into any other watersheds hydrologically connected to waters of the U.S. 
 
For Biological Resources threshold of significance d above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded, “There will 
be no interference with fish, migratory species or wildlife species, or with established migratory 
corridors” (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 230). 
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that there were no migratory corridors established within the project site 
and vicinity, and on that basis concluded that the 1997 Project would have no adverse effects on these 
resources.    The 2010 SEIR concluded that, because the 2010 Project would occur within the project 
area analyzed in 1997, the 2010 Project also would have no significant adverse effects on these resources. 
(Kern County 2010). 
 
The Modified Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species, or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. The Modified Project Area provides no habitat for fish. 
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The 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded that there were no migratory corridors established within the Project site 
and vicinity, and there continue to be no known migratory corridors in this area. 
 
For Biological Resources thresholds of significance e and f above, the 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded, 
“There would be No Impact to environmentally-sensitive habitat areas or ‘specimen trees’ because there 
are none present on the project site” (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 226). 
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that there were no “specimen trees” located onsite. The project site had 
historically been used for mining operations and the Project would continue to allow mining operations 
onsite. The 2010 SEIR concluded that, because the 2010 Project would occur within the project area 
analyzed in 1997, the 2010 Project also would have no significant adverse effects on these resources. (Kern 
County 2010).  The 2010 SEIR also concluded the Project would not conflict with policies of the County 
General Plan or applicable Ordinances. 
 
The Modified Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. The Modified Project is similar to the 1997 
Project, with certain minor modifications, and the Modified Project Area has been subject to mining 
operations since 2015. Specifically, the Modified Project encompasses the footprint approved in 1997 plus 
an additional 258 acres, and the Project itself is already fully operational within the 2010 Project footprint.  
The Modified Project would continue to allow mining operations within these areas. As discussed in Section 
3.10, the Modified Project would be consistent with policies of the County Zoning Code and the Specific 
Plan for Soledad Mountain – Elephant Butte & Vicinity – South of Mojave (Kern County 1973).  
 
With respect to applicable habitat or natural community conservation plans, the Kern County General Plan 
and Statewide and Regional Areas of Conservation Emphasis were reviewed, and neither Kern County nor 
the State have designated any portion of the Modified Project Area within a habitat conservation plan. The 
Modified Project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
Portions of the Permit Modification Area are within the BLM’s West Mojave Plan and proposed uses within 
those areas are consistent with the allowed uses described in that plan, BLM has reviewed the Modified 
Project on BLM lands and made a Determination of NEPA Adequacy based on the previous environmental 
review of the Project. 
 
3.4.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

Regulatory Requirements 

 A Reclamation Plan has been filed with Kern County in accordance with Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act requirements. 

 The Reclamation Plan requires revegetation of disturbed areas which will include the heap leach 
pads, facilities area, unnecessary roads, the tops of the overburden piles and areas of the pit. 

 The seed mix will utilize only plant species native to the site area. 

 Financial assurance is required to assure appropriate revegetation efforts are completed. 

 Reclamation according to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, will return the project 
site to open habitat including native vegetation after mining is completed. 
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Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

GQMC has complied with and will continue to comply with mitigation measures that will mitigate Project 
impacts to biological and soil resources and further ensure that the Project would not result in population-
level negative effects to wildlife or plants, including special status species. Table 4 below summarizes the 
specific measures that are implemented to mitigate impacts to biological resources. 
 

Table 4:  Existing Mitigation Measures Specific to Biological Resources 

Mitigation Measures  Comments/Progress 

Condition No. 11 
1997 FEIR/EIS MM #7 
Growth media stockpiles will be stabilized by allowing germination of 
seeds naturally contained in the soil. 

GQMC has complied and will continue to 
comply with this requirement. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition No. 12 
1997 FEIR/EIS MM #8 
The feasibility of inoculation of soil with biological components will 
be investigated in test plots. 

This measure has been implemented and 
monitoring is ongoing 

Condition No. 14.  
1997 FEIR/EIS MM #10  
Additional erosion prevention techniques include: 

(a) Site drainage will be retained onsite; 
(b) Site roads and drainages will be inspected by project 

proponent personnel after rainfall events which result in 
surface flow to ensure erosion prevention is maintained and 
upgraded as needed; 

(c) Drainage from the tops of overburden piles will be directed 
away from the slopes toward the pit; 

(d) Salvaged growth media will be stockpiled away from areas of 
concentrated drainage; 

(e) Reclamation of disturbed areas will occur as soon as possible. 

Sespe Consulting prepared a Site Drainage 
Plan for the Soledad Mountain Project dated 
September, 2019 (Swerdfeger 2019). This 
is the fifth update of the site drainage plan 
for the Project. The underlying engineering 
assumptions meet the requirements of the 
California State Water Resources Control 
Board and the Kern County Engineering, 
Surveying & Permit Services Department. 
A Stage I, Surface Water, Sediment and 
Erosion Control Plan for the construction 
and early mining phases of the Project is 
included in the Site Drainage Plan. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition No. 28 
1997 FEIR/EIS MM #24 
Mature Joshua trees which may be disturbed will be salvaged and 
replanted in undisturbed areas within the property boundary. 

GQMC has transplanted a number of Joshua 
trees and would continue to do so as 
required by this measure. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition No. 29 
1997 FEIR/EIS MM #25 
The use of seedlings for revegetation will be investigated in test plots. 

Test plots have been prepared to investigate 
the use of seedlings for revegetation.  

No change in measure is required. 

Condition No. 30.  
1997 FEIR/EIS MM #26  
Fencing around the heap leach pads will remain in place until 
vegetation is established or as otherwise specified in the Reclamation 
Plan. 

No change in measure is required. 
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Mitigation Measures  Comments/Progress 

Condition of Approval No. 31 
Grading for the project will be minimized to the extent consistent with 
safe and efficient operations to limit the total area of surface 
disturbance.  

GQMC has complied and will continue to 
comply with this requirement. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition of Approval No. 32 
Routine distribution of cyanide solution on the top of the heap leach 
pad will occur via a drip irrigation system and the heap leach pads will 
be contoured to prevent surface ponding which could attract birds and 
small animals.  

GQMC has complied and will continue to 
comply with this requirement. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition of Approval No. 33 
Containers of reagents will be stored within controlled reagent storage 
areas and kept closed, stored in enclosed areas, or otherwise managed 
to prevent access by wildlife.  

GQMC has complied and will continue to 
comply with this requirement. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition of Approval No. 34 
Project waste will be properly managed at the site to control garbage 
that could attract wildlife.  

GQMC has complied and will continue to 
comply with this requirement. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition of Approval No. 35 
The maximum vehicle speed will be 25 mph.  

GQMC has complied and will continue to 
comply with this requirement. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition No. 36 
1997 FEIR/EIS MM #32 
Wildlife habitat awareness will be included in the workers education 
program. 

GQMC has prepared a power point 
presentation of wildlife and wildlife habitat 
on site. The power point presentation 
continues to be used for contractor and 
employee training purposes. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition No. 37 
1997 FEIR/EIS MM #33 
Some of the mine adits will be retained and gated and some of the mine 
shafts will be covered by grates to allow access by bats, while excluding 
people. 

The first bat gate was installed in an adit 
located on property controlled by the 
company south of Soledad Mountain in 
2007. GQMC is evaluating sites that will be 
suitable for constructing bat gates and that 
will not be disturbed by future mining. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition No. 70.  
Where surface mining operations result in the compaction of the soil, 
ripping, disking, or other means shall be used prior to revegetation in 
accordance with the approved reclamation plan. 

Alternative methods were investigated 
when the reclamation test plots were 
constructed. 

No change in measure is required. 
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Mitigation Measures  Comments/Progress 

Condition No. 71.  
Topsoil shall be separated and immediately reapplied or stockpiled as 
necessary for use in reclamation of the site. Reclamation shall require 
the reapplication of a minimum of four inches of topsoil prior to 
reseeding. In the event that stockpiled topsoil is insufficient to provide 
this uniform depth, imported topsoil or soil amendments shall be 
utilized. Depth of topsoil may be decreased or eliminated altogether if 
test plots demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Kern County Planning 
Department that revegetation will occur in accordance with the 
performance standards identified in the approved reclamation plan. 

GQM has complied and will continue to 
comply with this requirement. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition No. 74.  
Site reclamation shall include the shaping of waste materials followed 
by an application of topsoil to heap and waste rock stockpiles where 
necessary to achieve final overall slopes in conformance with the 
approved reclamation plan. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition No. 77.  
Final reclamation shall not be considered complete until all excavated 
areas have been graded and/or fenced in accordance with the approved 
reclamation plan, and accompanying cross sections and all disturbed 
areas will be replanted or reseeded using plantings or a seed mixture 
and rate of application as specified in the approved reclamation plan. 
Pursuant to SMARA 1975, Section 3705, success of revegetation shall 
be judged based upon the effectiveness of the vegetation for the 
approved end use, and by comparing the quantified measures of 
vegetative cover, density, and species richness of the reclaimed mined 
lands to similar parameters of naturally occurring vegetation in the 
area. Quantitative standards for success shall be set forth in the 
approved reclamation plan. Monitoring shall continue until 
performance standards are met provided that, during the last two years, 
there has been no human intervention. Standards for success shall be 
based on expected local recovery rates and presented in the approved 
reclamation plan. 

No change in measure is required. 
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Mitigation Measures  Comments/Progress 

Condition No. 90 
MM 4.3-1 
A pre-construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
for burrowing owl activities to assess owl presence and need for 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-2 through 4.3-4 within 
thirty (30) days prior to ground disturbing activities using California 
Department of Fish and Game and California Burrowing Owl 
Consortium guidelines (CBOC 1993). The breeding period for 
burrowing owls is February 1 - August 31 with the peak being April 15 
- July 15, the recommended survey window. Winter surveys may be 
conducted between December 1 and January 31. If construction of each 
phase of the project is delayed or suspended for more than 30 days after 
the survey, the area shall be resurveyed. 

 Surveys shall be completed for occupied burrows within all 
construction areas and within 150 meters (500 feet) from the 
project work areas (where possible and appropriate based on 
habitat). All occupied burrows will be mapped on an aerial 
photo for submittal to California Department of Fish and 
Game and the Kern County Planning Department. 

 At least 15 days prior to the expected start of any project-
related ground disturbance activities, or restart of activities, 
the project proponent shall provide the burrowing owl survey 
results and mapping to California Department of Fish and 
Game and the Kern County Planning Department. 

GQMC has complied and will continue to 
comply with this requirement.  Surveys for 
burrowing owls conducted by K.W. Hughes 
Biological Consulting 2015, 2016, and 
2017 (Hughes 2015, 2016, 2017) did not 
find any burrowing owls, burrowing owl 
burrows, or burrowing owl signs within the 
mine property. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition No. 92 
MM4.3-2 
If burrowing owl presence is indicated or assumed in required surveys, 
the following actions shall be taken by the project proponent to offset 
impacts during construction: 
a) If paired owls are present in areas scheduled for disturbance 

or degradation (e.g. grading) or within 50 meters (160 feet) of 
a permanent project feature, and nesting is not occurring, owls 
shall be relocated to a California Department of Fish and 
Game-approved location. 

b) If paired owls are present within 50 meters (160 feet) of a 
temporary project disturbance (e.g., parking areas) then active 
burrows shall be protected with fencing/cones/flagging and 
monitored by a qualified biologist throughout construction to 
identify losses from nest abandonment and/or loss of 
reproductive effort (e.g., killing of young). 

c) If paired owls are nesting in areas scheduled for disturbance 
or degradation, nest(s) shall be avoided from February 1 
through August 31 by a minimum of a 75-meter (250-foot) 
buffer or until fledging has occurred. Following fledging, owls 
may be passively relocated according to California 
Department of Fish and Game guidelines. 

GQMC has complied and will continue to 
comply with this requirement. 

No change in measure is required. 
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Mitigation Measures  Comments/Progress 

Condition No. 93 
MM 4.3-3 
If any protected burrows are discovered during surveys, the project 
proponent shall implement all avoidance and mitigation currently 
stipulated by California Department of Fish and Game. No work would 
be completed within 500 feet of the nest without approval from 
California Department of Fish and Game and an authorized raptor 
biologist monitoring the nesting birds. These measures shall be initiated 
prior to the initiation of ground disturbance activities in the vicinity of 
the nest. 

GQMC has complied and will continue to 
comply with this requirement. 

No change in measure is required. 

Condition No. 102 
The project proponent shall install netting or other protective measures 
approved by the Kern County Planning Department, around the heap 
leach facility pump box in a manner that prevents wildlife access. Said 
protective measures shall be continuously maintained in good 
condition. 

GQMC has complied and will continue to 
comply with this requirement. 

No change in measure is required. 

 

3.4.4 Technical Study Analysis 

 1997 EIR/EIS 

 2010 SEIR 

 Second Addendum to the Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation for Soledad Mountain Project 
(see Appendix C) 

 Golden Queen Mine Drainages Memorandum (see Appendix D) 

 Biological Resources Assessment (see Appendix E) 

 Updated Revegetation Plan for Soledad Mountain Project (see Appendix F) 
 
3.4.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the biological resources analysis set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR and 
conclusions adopted with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and 
are unchanged by the Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum.  In addition, the 
regulatory requirements and mitigation measures/conditions of approval from the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 
SEIR and the current CUPs (CUP No. 41, Map 213; CUP No. 22, Map 214; and CUP No. 27, Map 196) 
that are currently applicable to the Project will continue to be implemented, and no different or additional 
mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
With respect to biological resources impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial changes to 
the Project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the Project as 
analyzed in 1997 or 2010, or new information about the Project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was not 
known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe 
significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 and that would require major revisions to 
address.  (CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
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3.5 Cultural Resources 

3.5.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Cultural Resources effects if it would: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section 
15064.5? 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5? 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 
3.5.2 Impact Analysis 

For Cultural Resources thresholds of significance a and b above, the 1997 FEIR/EIS found: 

The impact to the cultural resources is Significant because four historical sites on private 
land, considered important, would be disturbed…. In consultation with the BLM, it has 
been determined that there are no significant sites on federal lands. The impact to cultural 
resources on federal lands is considered Less Than Significant (1997 FEIR/EIS, pp. 239-
240). 

 
The recommended mitigation for this significant impact was as follows: 

 A Phase III Data Recovery (salvage excavation and architectural recording) will be conducted at 
four sites. (Condition of Approval No. 41) 

 Seven sites will have an archaeological monitor review the areas during grading activity. 
(Condition of Approval No. 42) 

 
For the level of significance after mitigation (residual impacts), the 1997 FEIR/EIS found: 

As a result of the proposed mitigation measures, the impact to the cultural resources on 
both private and federal lands would be Less Than Significant. The Phase III Data 
Recovery will actually preserve artifacts and information which would otherwise be lost to 
continued decay (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 242). 

 
GQMC has complied with these mitigation measures and completed the Phase III Data Recovery survey in 
2007. "Phase III Data Recovery at CA-KER-4446H, -4447H & -4449H, Mojave, Kern County, California", 
(W&S Consultants 2007) was prepared and concluded that no additional archaeological work is 
recommended. 
 
The Project evaluated in the 2010 SEIR was determined to have no new or substantially changed impacts 
because of compliance with the Phase III Data Recovery mitigation measure (Condition of Approval No. 
41). GQMC has also complied with archaeological monitoring as identified in the 1997 EIR/EIS.  
 
The Modified Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a cultural 
resources as defined in Section 15064.5 (W & S Consultants 2018). The Modified Project Area includes 
portions of the 1997 and 2010 Project Areas and the Permit Modification Area (see Figure 2). The Permit 
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Modification Area was conservatively defined to include 578 acres outside the 2010 SEIR Project Area, 
even though all but 258 acres had been previously analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS. 
 
W & S Consultants (2019) performed a Phase I field survey of the privately owned lands2 within the Permit 
Modification Area resulted in the re-location of three previously-recorded historic period sites (i.e., CA-
KER-009426H, CA-KER-007815H, and CA-KER-004693H) and isolated prehistoric flakes. None of the 
three of the previously-recorded findings are eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical 
Resources. No additional archaeological work was recommended at these three sites and isolated finds 
(W&S Consultants 2018). The mitigation measures imposed in connection with the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 
SEIR require archaeological monitoring during topsoil grading at specified sites, and Site CA-KER-
004693H will be included in this list of sites to be monitored. This mitigation measure remains appropriate 
for this site and no new mitigation is required. 
 
For Cultural Resources threshold of significance c above, regarding human remains, the 1997 EIR/EIS 
found that existing regulatory requirements provided for procedures in the event of discovery of human 
remains. In addition, the 2010 SEIR determined that the Project would not result in new impacts or a 
substantial change in this impact. There are no known human remains on the project site (Kern County 
2010). 
 
The Modified Project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries. The 2019 Phase I field survey uncovered no human remains or funerary objects (W&S 
Consultants 2019). There are no known human remains within the Modified Project Area. In addition, 
existing regulatory requirements provide for procedures that will continue to apply to the Modified Project 
in the event of discovery of human remains. 
 
3.5.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

Regulatory Requirements 

 If any unknown cultural resources (i.e., archaeological artifacts, human remains, paleontological 
resources) are discovered in the course of operations on federal land, the operator shall bring this 
to the attention of the authorized officer and shall leave such discovery intact until told to proceed 
by the authorized officer. 

 In the event of discovery of human remains, work in the area will halt until the coroner has 
determined that no investigation of the cause of death is required; or, if the remains are of Native 
American origin, descendants have made a recommendation to the owner regarding proper disposal 
of remains, or no descendants have been identified or descendants failed to make a recommendation 
with 24 hours of notification. If no recommendation is received, remains are to be reinterred with 
appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to future development. 

 
 
 
 

                                                      
2 All BLM lands with the Modified Project Area were part of the 1997 Project and analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS.  The 
BLM has reviewed the Modified Project on BLM lands and made a Determination of NEPA Adequacy based on the 
1997 EIR/EIS. 
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Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

 Artifacts from the historical sites will be used to establish a small display of historical mining 
activities onsite. After conclusion of the project, the items on display will be donated to a museum 
located in Kern County. (Condition of Approval No. 38) 

 As part of the worker education program, construction contractors and operations personnel will 
be instructed regarding the sensitivity of cultural resources and the presence of laws against 
unauthorized collection and disturbance. (Condition of Approval No. 39) 

 If any unknown archaeological/cultural resources are discovered on private land during the course 
of mining or reclamation, work in the area of discovery shall be stopped and a qualified archeologist 
contacted to evaluate the find and, if necessary, mitigate impacts prior to resumption of work. 
(Condition of Approval No. 40) 

 A Phase III Data Recovery (salvage excavation and architectural recording) will be conducted at 
four sites. (Condition of Approval No. 41)  This condition of approval has been satisfied. 

 Seven sites will have an archaeological monitor review the area during grading activity. (Condition 
of Approval No. 42).  This measure will apply to Site CA-KER-004693H within the Modified 
Project Area. 

 
3.5.4 Technical Study Analysis 

 1997 EIR/EIS 

 2010 SEIR 

 Phase III Data Recovery at CA-KER-4446H, -4447H & -4449H, Mojave, Kern County, California 
(see Appendix G) 

 Phase I Archaeological Survey (see Appendix H) 
 
3.5.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the cultural resources analysis set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR and 
conclusions adopted with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and 
are unchanged by the Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum.  In /addition, the 
regulatory requirements and mitigation measures/conditions of approval from the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 
SEIR and the current CUPs (CUP No. 41, Map 213; CUP No. 22, Map 214; and CUP No. 27, Map 196) 
that are currently applicable to the Project will continue to be implemented, and no different or additional 
mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
With respect to cultural resources impacts, the Modified Project does not entail any changes to the Project 
as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the Project as analyzed 
in 1997 or 2010, or new information about the Project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was not known 
and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe significant 
impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 and that would require major revisions to address.  (CEQA 
§ 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
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3.6 Energy Resources 

3.6.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
energy effects if the project would: 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 
 
3.6.2 Impact Analysis 

The 1997 EIR/EIS did not analyze the Project’s energy impacts because this resource section had not yet 
been adopted as part of the Appendix G CEQA Guidelines (this resource section was adopted as part of 
Appendix G effective January 2019).3  The absence of an energy impact analysis in the 1997 EIR/EIS does 
not require preparation of such an analysis for the Modified Project because information regarding energy 
usage is not “new information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time the [prior 
analysis] was certified as complete”.  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21166(c); see, e.g., Citizens Against Airport 
Pollution v. City of San Jose (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 788; see also California Natural Resources Agency, 
Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action Amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, November 
2018, pp. 39-42.) 
 
Moreover, the 2010 SEIR included analysis of the 2010 Project’s energy usage, and states, in part as 
follows: 

Power consumption for a typical year in which the maximum power is consumed is 
estimated at 28,294,744 kilowatt hours per year (kW.h/yr.). Of that total, the crushing-
screening section of the plant demands the most power at 17,524,816 kW.h/yr. 
Approximately two-thirds of the power consumed in the plant is consumed by the High-
Pressure Grinding Roll (HPGR). The second-highest power demand is for conveying and 
stacking machinery, which require about 3,042,578 kW.h/yr.  (2010 SEIR, p. 3-38.) 

 
The 2010 SEIR further identified the Project’s energy usage as an in irreversible impact (2010 SEIR, p. 5-
7); considered and rejected alternative processing methods due to excessive energy consumption (2010 
SEIR, p. 6-8); and states that the project’s equipment and facilities layout “has been designed to minimize 
surface disturbance and energy consumption and to maximum project efficiency in consideration of the 
given constraints to project development. The facilities and structures proposed for use at the project site 
are limited to those necessary for efficient operation.” (2010 SEIR, p. 6-10.)  Finally, the 2010 SEIR 
included analysis of alternative power supplies for the project, including utility power from Southern 
California Edison, onsite power generation, and commercial power consumption.  (2010 SEIR, pp. 6-13 – 
6-15.) 
 

                                                      
3 Appendix F to the CEQA Guidelines has provided lead agencies non-mandatory guidance on analysis of a project’s 
potential energy implications since the 1970’s, and was amended in 2009 to require lead agencies to include energy 
impact analyses in new environmental impact reports. 
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For Energy threshold of significance a, the Modified Project’s energy usage would be equal to or less 
than the Project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS, and would be a less than significant impact.  As described 
in Section 2.0, the Modified Project is similar to the 1997 Project, with certain minor modifications (see 
Table 2).  Mining and processing methods will remain the same as currently ongoing. The total mining rate 
will be approximately 24 million tons per year, compared to the 30 million tons per year analyzed and 
approved in 1997.  The Modified Project entails no new construction activities not contemplated under 
either the 1997 EIR/EIS or 2010 SEIR. 
 
With respect to electrical energy usage by stationary processing equipment specifically, the Modified 
Project proposes no changes to existing equipment already in operation, as noted.  Furthermore, the 
crushing-screening plant design has evolved since the 1997/2010 Project, and the present design provides 
substantial energy efficiency improvements. Specifically, the 2010 SEIR noted that improvements to the 
crushing-screening plant, currently in operation, reduced the plant’s estimated electrical consumption by 
approximately 63% (comparing consumption in 2000 to 2009).  Additionally, the construction of a coarse 
ore pipe conveyor and associate electricity consumption, previously proposed/analyzed in the 2010 SEIR, 
is also no longer included as part of the Modified Project. 
 
The Modified Project would also decrease the number of truck trips for transporting aggregate compared 
to the 1997 Project. A new equipment configuration would add several pieces of mobile primary equipment 
(loaders, dozers, haul trucks, etc.) and support equipment (pickup trucks, vans, all-terrain vehicles) 
compared to the 1997 Project (see Table 3). Alterations to key design features in the Modified Project, 
however, indicate a nominal increase in fuel consumption compared to the previously approved 1997 
Project (Advanced Monitoring Methods, 2019).  Further, the proposed equipment configuration would 
utilize off-road equipment consistent with current engine emissions tiering standards and best practices for 
operations and maintenance. These practices also include conformance with idling rules and equipment 
preventative maintenance measures, which reduce fuel consumption and optimize fuel efficiency. These 
new technologies and standards reduce cumulative fuel consumption (i.e., more efficient/cleaner engines) 
per ton of material extracted/processed compared to the project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS.   
 
For Energy threshold of significance b, the Modified Project would not conflict with any state or local 
plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency, and would be a less than significant impact.  Kern County 
has not adopted local programs or policies that support energy efficiency and/or sustainability that would 
apply to the Modified Project (see lack of “Kern County” listings at https://eecoordinator.info/ee-
sustainability-progress-by-city-and-county/#Kern). The County’s General Plan Energy Element (Energy 
Element) (Adopted September 2009) outlines specific goals and policies to help guide energy development 
in Kern County, but these policies primarily apply to energy development projects (e.g., gas/electric, solar, 
wind, petroleum, etc.) and are not applicable to the Modified Project.  
 
The State of California’s Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan (Strategic Plan) (Updated January 2011) outlines 
specific goals and strategies to help promote energy efficiency in California’s industrial sector in three 
areas: 1) Support industry adoption of energy efficiency by integrating energy efficiency savings with 
achievement of greenhouse gas (GHG) goals; 2) Build market value of and demand for energy efficiency; 
and 3) Provide technical and public policy guidance for resource efficiency.  
 
The Strategic Plan promotes reductions in energy consumption through compliance with greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emission reductions, water conservation, and proper waste disposal. As demonstrated in the Air 
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Quality Technical Memorandum by Advanced Monitoring Methods, the Modified Project would result in 
a cumulative net emissions decrease compared to the Project analyzed and approved in 1997 (ADVM2, 
2019).  The Modified Project would utilize the best available equipment for mining operations to improve 
diesel fuel efficiency.  Additionally, equipment that uses electrical energy would implement modern design 
and technology to maximize energy efficiency improvements. 
 
As summarized in Table 1, there will be no increase in water consumption under the Modified Project 
compared to the 2010 Project, and water consumption will decrease compared to rates contemplated in the 
1997 EIR/EIS.  The Modified Project would not connect to municipal water infrastructure and would be 
served by existing groundwater production wells within the Project Area (as shown on Figure 5) or other 
offsite permitted sources. As described in the 2010 SEIR, implementation of the Project would not increase 
the rate or quantity of water extracted from existing groundwater production wells, and no new water 
infrastructure is proposed.  
 
As described in the Strategic Plan, reductions in solid waste can also reduce energy consumption. Although 
the total throughput over the life of the Modified Project would increase, the Modified Project would not 
result in an increase in the disposal of excess surge pile material offsite, not otherwise used for reclamation. 
 
3.6.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations, and Conditions 

The 1997 FEIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR determined that impacts related to energy resources were less than 
significant; therefore, no mitigation measures and/or conditions were necessary.  There are no relevant or 
applicable regulatory standards. 
 
Energy was adopted as a CEQA environmental factor in January 2019; therefore, this resource area was not 
evaluated in the prior 1997 EIR/EIS or 2010 SEIR.  Consequently, no impact analysis was performed and 
corresponding mitigations or conditions of approval were not identified. 
 
3.6.4 Technical Study Analysis 

Other than the language found in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, technical studies were not required to 
assess energy impacts. 
 
3.6.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the Modified Project’s energy usage would be similar to energy usage by the 1997 
Project and 2010 project.  The Modified Project’s energy consumption is not considered wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary because the Modified Project has been designed to reduce, as much as feasible: 
1) Diesel fuel consumption by use of modern, fuel-efficient equipment, haul route/truck optimization, and 
routine maintenance; and 2) Electrical energy consumption by implementation of substantial energy 
efficiency improvements for the HPGR and other electrically powered equipment. The Modified Project 
also will not conflict with or obstruct any statewide or local energy efficiency plans.   
 
With respects to energy impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial changes to the Project as 
analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the project as analyzed in 
1997 and 2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was not known and 
could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe significant impacts 
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that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to address. (CEQA § 21166; 
CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
 
3.7 Geology and Soils 

3.7.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Geology and Soils effects if it would: 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault. Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

ii. Strong seismic groundshaking. 
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 
iv. Landslides. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse.  

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property. 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater. 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
 
3.7.2 Impact Analysis 

For Geology and Soils thresholds of significance a (i – iv) above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: 

The site could be subject to ground shaking due to the earthquakes along identified 
potentially active faults. There are no known active faults, potentially active faults or 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones within the project area.…Due to the seismic design 
features and the nature of open pit mining, the seismic hazards would be Less Than 
Significant.…The substrate at the project site is volcanic and, therefore, is not subject to 
liquefaction.…There is no evidence of static hazards, such as landsliding. There is No 
Impact expected from static hazards.  (1997 EIR/EIS, pp. 166 and 167). 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that though the Project site could experience ground shaking during a seismic 
event, Project hazards are not expected if construction occurs in accordance with Zone 4 Seismic Design 
provisions of the Uniform Building Code; earthwork and fills are constructed in accordance with 
geotechnical design specifications; and structures are not located on unstable areas or slopes greater than 
allowable under the Building Code.  The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the project site was not located 
within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone and was not subject to liquefaction or landsliding. The 1997 
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EIR/EIS concluded that the Project would not be significantly impacted by any seismic event with 
compliance of standard regulatory requirements.  The 2010 SEIR concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS findings 
and determined that no further analysis was necessary for the 2010 Project.   
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS’ description of the Project site’s geologic setting remains accurate.  Mining and 
reclamation activities under the Modified Project would continue to occur within the same location and 
geologic conditions in accordance with Kern County seismic design standards. No new structures are 
proposed, and the Modified Project would not result in any new adverse impact in relation to seismic 
hazards, specifically fault displacement associated with earthquakes, ground shaking, landslides, ground 
failure and liquefaction. The Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the 
project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
For Geology and Soils threshold of significance b above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded, “The impact of 
erosion and loss of topsoil is potentially Significant. Regulatory requirements and project design features 
will reduce the impact to Less Than Significant”.  (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 173). 
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that compliance with those regulatory requirements and Project design 
features would reduce potential erosion impacts to insignificant levels.  These same requirements and 
features were carried forward unchanged in the 2010 Project, and the County imposed standard conditions 
of approval related to erosion control to further ensure that significant impacts will not result.  The 2010 
SEIR thus concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS findings and determined that no further analysis was necessary 
for the 2010 Project. 
 
The Modified Project would similarly be required to maintain compliance with the same regulatory 
requirements, project design features, and standard conditions of approval as identified and imposed in the 
1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR.  These measures have been demonstrated to be effective in the course of 
GQM’s operation of the existing Project.  The Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged 
compared to the project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
For Geology and Soils thresholds of significance c and d above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: 

A slope stability analysis (Slope Stability for the Soledad Mountain Project Mine 
Overburden Disposal Piles; Glasgow Engineering Group; October 1996) has determined 
the maximum allowable slope for mine walls. Analyses of maximum allowable slopes for 
the heap leach piles and the overburden piles have been conducted to prevent failure 
during a reasonably foreseeable seismic event, as well as static conditions. The impact to 
soil stability would be Less Than Significant.  (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 167). 

In spite of steep slopes on the mountain, there is minimal evidence of slope or soil 
instability in the form of slides, soil creep or solifluction lobes. None of the soils contain 
enough clay to be subject to shrinking or swelling (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 171). 

Soledad Mountain is a prominent feature in the area, although it is not a unique geologic 
feature (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 151). 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the project site is not characterized by unstable or expansive soils or any 
unique geologic feature, and that the 1997 Project would be safely supported by underlying soils. As 
discussed previously, the site is also not subject to landslides, which further supports the conclusion that 
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the site’s soils are capable of handling mining operations. The 2010 SEIR concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS 
findings and determined that no further analysis was necessary for the 2010 Project.   
 
Golder prepared a site-specific Reclamation Permit Pit Slope Assessment (Golder, 2019), and a Stability 
Analysis for the Waste Rock Dumps (Surge Piles) (Golder, 2019) to analyze the Modified Project’s potential 
geotechnical impacts. Golder’s Pit Slope Assessment and Surge Pile Stability Analysis concluded that final 
pit slope configurations, surge piles, geologic units, and soils were considered stable during static and 
pseudo-static conditions, with the exception of Surge Pile Section B during pseudo-static conditions 
(Golder, 2019). The Surge Pile Stability Analysis concluded that, in the event of an earthquake, movement 
of the Section B surge pile would consist of minor raveling. Golder predicted no slope movement of Surge 
Pile Section B of any significant concern greater than minor raveling. Further, as aggregates are sold, the 
surge pile would be pushed down, and the FOS would increase (Golder, 2019). 
 
The Modified Project would continue mining, ore processing and reclamation activities within the same 
geologic framework and soil profiles as was considered in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR. The Modified 
Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS 
and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
For Geology and Soils threshold of significance e above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded, “Domestic waste 
water will be discharged to a septic system in accordance with Kern County Environmental Health Services 
Department approvals”.  (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 275). 
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the 1997 Project’s septic system would not result in any significant 
impacts if the system is designed and operated according to Kern County Environmental Health Services 
Department’s (currently the Kern County Public Health Services Department/Environmental Health 
Services Division) requirements. The 2010 SEIR concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS findings and determined 
that no further analysis was necessary for the 2010 Project.  GQM has subsequently constructed the Project 
consistent with the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR and associated conditions of approval.  The Modified 
Project would not entail any changes to the existing domestic wastewater handling systems. The Modified 
Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS 
and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
Geology and Soils threshold of significance f above was not part of the CEQA Appendix G Checklist in 
1997 or 2010 and so this impact was not analyzed as part of the project’s Geology and Soils impacts.  
However, as part of the 1997 EIR/EIS analysis, the potential for paleontological resources to occur at the 
site was analyzed and the following conclusions were found: 

Paleontological Resources - Soledad Mountain is a silicic volcanic center consisting of 
felsic flows, tuffs and breccias of Middle to Late Miocene age. The rock types range from 
rhyolite to quartz latite. The volcanic rocks are overlain by alluvial sediments on the flanks 
of Soledad Mountain. Fossils do not occur in volcanic rocks and have not been found in 
the non-marine alluvium. . . . No impacts to paleontological resources are anticipated due 
to the lack of fossils within sedimentary rocks at the site and the distance to the known 
fossil locality. Therefore, no additional analysis will be conducted (1997 FEIR/EIS, pp. 
136 and 137). 
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Soledad Mountain is a prominent feature in the area, although it is not a unique geologic 
feature (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 151).  

Soledad Mountain is an eroded silicic volcanic center and the flanks of Soledad Mountain 
are mantled by Quaternary alluvium deposits consisting of sands and gravels (1997 
FEIR/EIS, p. 160). 

 
As discussed above, the 1997 EIR/EIS determined the potential for paleontological resources to occur at 
the site to be low. These geological resources are known to be non-fossiliferous because they are volcanics 
and bedrock devoid of vertebrate fossils (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 136).  This analysis and finding were based on 
the understanding that the project activities would occur principally within volcanic rock, where the 
potential for encountering paleontological resources is very low (1997 FEIR/EIS, pp. 136 and 137).  The 
2010 SEIR reconfirmed the 1997 EIR/EIS analysis and findings and concluded that the project would have 
a less than significant impact.  Because the Modified Project would occur within the same geologic setting, 
it is anticipated there would be no change in the potential to encounter fossil material when mining or 
conducting reclamation activities. Further, based on a review of geologic and topographic maps of the 
Project site and immediate vicinity, there are no unique or otherwise notable geologic features within the 
Project site or immediate vicinity, such as regionally significant geologic structures or sedimentary deposits.  
 
The Modified Project would not disturb any unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature.  The 2019 Phase I field survey uncovered no unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic features (W&S Consultants 2019). There are no known paleontological resources or site/unique 
geologic features within the Modified Project Area. In addition, existing regulatory requirements provide 
for procedures that will continue to apply to the Modified Project in the event of discovery of human 
remains. 
 
Therefore, the Project would have a less than significant impact on unique geologic resources. 
 
3.7.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations, and Conditions 

Regulatory Requirements 

 The State Mining and Geology Board Reclamation Regulations require that slopes of the pit and 
overburden piles be stable and conform with the surrounding topography and proposed end use. 

 A Reclamation Plan is required which identifies areas to be revegetated and type of vegetation. 

 Bonding for reclamation is required. 

 Construction of buildings will be in accordance with Zone 4 seismic design provisions of the 
Uniform Building Code. Building plans require review and approval by Kern County. 

 Earthwork and fills will be constructed in accordance with geotechnical design specifications and 
Kern County excavation and grading guidelines. Grading plans require review and approval by 
Kern County. 

 The State Mining and Geology Board reclamation regulations require that slopes of the pit and 
overburden piles be stable and conform with the surrounding topography and proposed end use. 
The requisite slope stability analysis will be incorporated as part of the approved reclamation plan. 
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 An Emergency Response Plan to address problems related to a seismic occurrence will be 
developed by the applicant as part of the Hazardous Materials Business Plan filed with the Kern 
County Public Health Services Department/Environmental Health Services Division. 

 Up to six inches of Arizo and Cajon type soils will be removed from areas to be disturbed and 
stockpiled as growth media for use in reclamation and revegetation. The reclamation plan will be 
reviewed and approved by Kern County. 

 A Site Drainage Plan has been prepared to control erosion and soil stabilization and will be 
incorporated as part of the approved surface mining and reclamation plan. 

 Soils in areas subject to minimal disturbance will be left in place and stabilized, as necessary, in 
accordance with the surface mining and reclamation plan reviewed and approved by Kern County. 

 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

 During final reclamation, overburden will be graded to break up the unnatural angles at the top 
edges. (Condition of Approval No. 6) 

 Mine pit slopes will be evaluated by the applicant throughout operations to assure that excavation 
occurs at a slope angle that is safe, considering actual rock strength and structural conditions 
encountered. (Condition of Approval No. 7) 

 Old underground mining areas will be excavated or remediated. (Condition of Approval No. 8) 

 Historical structures will be stabilized or removed by the applicant prior to site disturbance. 
(Condition of Approval No. 9) 

 Surface disturbance outside the project area will be kept to a minimum by clearly delineating 
operating areas to limit roads and vehicle traffic outside designated areas. (Condition of Approval 
No. 10) 

 Growth media stockpiles will be stabilized by allowing germination of seeds naturally contained in 
the soil. (Condition of Approval No. 11) 

 The feasibility of inoculation of soil with biological components will be investigated in test plots. 
(Condition of Approval No. 12) 

 Site drainage will be inspected periodically to assure that excessive erosion is not occurring. In the 
event excessive erosion is identified, the drainage plan will be revised in consultation with Kern 
County. (Condition of Approval No. 13) 

 Additional erosion prevention techniques include: (a) Site drainage will be retained onsite; (b) Site 
roads and drainages will be inspected by Golden Queen personnel after rainfall events which result 
in surface flow to ensure erosion prevention is maintained and upgraded as needed; (c) Drainage 
from the tops of overburden piles will be directed away from the slopes toward the pit; (d) Salvaged 
growth media will be stockpiled away from areas of concentrated drainage; (e) Reclamation of 
disturbed areas will occur as soon as possible (Condition of Approval No. 14) 
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3.7.4 Technical Study Analyses 

 1997 EIR/EIS 

 2010 SEIR 

 Reclamation Permit Pit Slope Assessment (Golder Associates Inc., 2019) (see Appendix I) 

 Stability Analysis for the Waste Rock Dumps (Surge Piles) (Golder Associates Inc., 2019) (see 
Appendix J) 

 Drainage Plan Update (Revision 5) (Sespe Consulting, Inc., 2019) (See Appendix K)  

 Final Hydrogeology Report (2019 Update) (Arcadis G&M, Inc., 2019) (see Appendix L) 
 
3.7.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the geologic and soils analysis set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR and 
conclusions adopted with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and 
are unchanged by the Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum. In addition, the 
regulatory requirements and mitigation measures/conditions of approval from the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 
SEIR and the current CUPs (CUP No. 41, Map 213; CUP No. 22, Map 214; and CUP No. 27, Map 196) 
that are currently applicable to the Project will continue to be implemented, and no different or additional 
mitigation measures are proposed.  
 
With respect to geology and soils impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial changes to the 
project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the project as 
analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was 
not known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe 
significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to address. 
(CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
 
3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

3.8.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials effects if it would: 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 
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e. For a project located within the adopted Kern County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, would 
the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project 
area? 

f. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires? 

h. Would implementation of the project generate vectors (flies, mosquitoes, rodents, etc.) or have a 
component that includes agricultural waste?  Specifically, would the project exceed the following 
qualitative threshold: 

The presence of domestic flies, mosquitoes, cockroaches, rodents, and/or any other vectors 
associated with the project is significant when the applicable enforcement agency determines that 
any of the vectors: 

i. Occur as immature stages and adults in numbers considerably in excess of those found in 
the surrounding environment; and 

ii. Are associated with design, layout, and management of project operations; and 
iii. Disseminate widely from the property; and 
iv. Cause detrimental effects on the public health or well being of the majority of the 

surrounding population. 
 
3.8.2 Impact Analysis 

For Hazards and Hazardous Materials thresholds of significance a, b, c, and d above, the 1997 
FEIR/EIS concluded: 

The proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials. Hazardous 
materials will be transported in accordance with Department of Transportation 
regulations and stored, handled and disposed of in accordance with all applicable federal, 
state and local regulations.…The proposed project would not create a significant hazard 
to the public or the environment through a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident 
condition involving the likely release of hazardous materials to the environment. As shown 
in the Preconstruction Design Study (Preconstruction Design Study for Potential Incidents 
Involving Hazardous Materials, prepared by WZI, in April 1997), propane and sodium 
cyanide will be handled such that their use will not create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment.…The proposed project would not have any problems with respect to 
the availability of facilities for hazardous waste reuse, treatment or disposal. All hazardous 
wastes will be handled in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations.…Therefore, the proposed project would have a Less Than Significant Impact 
on health hazards and public safety (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 277 and 278). 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that though the Project would transport, use, and dispose of hazardous 
materials, exposure to the public or environment is not expected to occur if hazardous materials 
management is in compliance with regulatory requirements, Project design features, and standard 
conditions of approval. The 2010 SEIR concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS findings based on conclusions 
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drawn from the Environmental Site Assessment and Human Health Risk Assessment (2010 SEIR, p. 4.1-
35 to 4.1-38). The Modified Project would use no new or different hazardous materials than are currently 
in use, and would continue to maintain compliance with the same regulatory requirements, project design 
features, and standard conditions of approval as identified and imposed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 
SEIR. Additionally, there are no schools within a ¼-mile radius of the Modified Project site. The closest 
school site is Mountain View High School, located over 2 miles to the north of the Modified Project site.  
No school will be impacted by the Modified Project. 
 
Additionally, GQM maintains and implements a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (“HMBP”) and Spill 
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (“SPCC”) for existing operations. The continued 
maintenance and implementation of the Best Management Practices (“BMPs”), operating practices, other 
environmental protection measures, and spill prevention procedures outlined in the existing HMBP and 
SPCC plans have been demonstrated to be effective in the course of GQM’s operation of the existing 
Project.  The Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the project as analyzed 
in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
For Hazards and Hazardous Materials threshold of significance e above, the 1997 FEIR/EIS did not 
analyze the Project’s hazards and hazardous materials impacts regarding school or airport proximity 
because this significance criteria had not yet been adopted as part of the Appendix G CEQA Guidelines 
(this resource section was adopted as part of Appendix G effective January 2019). Notwithstanding 
information regarding potential impacts related to proximity to a school or airport is not “new information, 
which was not known and could not have been known at the time the [prior analysis] was certified as 
complete”.  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21166(c); see, e.g., Citizens Against Airport Pollution v. City of San 
Jose (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 788.) 
 
Moreover, the 2010 SEIR included analysis of the 2010 Project’s proximity to schools and airports, and 
states, in part as follows: 

The NOP/IS determined that the project site is located outside the influence areas of public 
airports and private airstrips (i.e., they are over two miles away from the project site). The 
Mojave Airport is located about 5 ½ miles north of the project site while the Pontius 
airstrip and Lloyd’s Landing airstrip, both private airstrips, are located approximately 2 
1/8 miles southeast and 7 miles southwest, respectively, of the proposed project. Since the 
project site is located outside the influence area of any public airport, there would be no 
opportunity to conflict with the Kern County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. Impacts 
or conflicts would not result. Further discussion in this SEIR is not required. (2010 SEIR, 
p. 4.1-33) 

Additionally, there are no schools within a ¼-mile radius of the project site. No school will 
be impacted by the Revised Project. (2010 SEIR, p. 4.1-33) 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS’ description of the Project site’s regional setting remains accurate.  Mining and 
reclamation activities under the Modified Project would continue to occur within the same location. The 
Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the project as analyzed in the 2010 
SEIR. 
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For Hazards and Hazardous Materials thresholds of significance f above, the 1997 FEIR/EIS 
concluded, “The proposed project would not interfere with community response plans or emergency 
evacuation plans in the event of a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident condition involving a hazardous 
material release…A Hazardous Materials Business Plan, which will include emergency response 
procedures, will be submitted to the County for use in emergency planning” (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 277). 
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that compliance with regulatory requirements, Project design features, and 
standard conditions of approval, would reduce potential emergency response impacts to insignificant levels. 
The 2010 SEIR concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS findings and determined that no further analysis was 
necessary for the 2010 Project. The Modified Project would continue to maintain compliance with the same 
regulatory requirements, project design features, and standard conditions of approval as identified and 
imposed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR. The Modified Project’s potential impacts would be 
unchanged compared to the project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
For Hazards and Hazardous Materials thresholds of significance g above, the 1997 FEIR/EIS 
concluded, “The proposed project will not require additional fire department staff or equipment to maintain 
an acceptable level of service, therefore, the impact would be Less Than Significant.” (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 
272) Additionally, “Adequate access for emergency vehicles will be provided in all areas and fire hydrants 
will be located as required by the fire code and the Kern County Fire Department” (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 
275). 
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that compliance with regulatory requirements, Project design features, and 
standard conditions of approval, would reduce potential emergency response impacts to insignificant levels. 
Moreover, the 2010 SEIR included analysis of the 2010 Project’s exposure to wildfire, and states, in part 
as follows: 

The 1997 FEIR/EIS did not specifically identify fire hazards as “wildland fires.” However, 
potential impacts are not expected for two main reasons. First, the 1997 FEIR/EIS did 
require that the project’s fire improvements and facilities be provided and located in 
accordance with the Fire Code and County Fire Department requirements. Provision of 
these fire improvements and facilities would help mitigate potential fire hazards in the 
area. Secondly, the 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would not require additional 
fire staff or equipment, nor would the current level of fire protection services be affected. 
Given that the mining operations and uses proposed with the Revised Project are similar 
with the 1997 Project, it could be concluded that the Revised Project would not result in 
any additional significant fire-related impacts (2010 SEIR, p. 4.1-33 and 4.1-34). 
 

The 2010 SEIR concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS findings and determined that no further analysis was 
necessary for the 2010 Project. The Modified Project would continue to maintain existing fire 
improvements and facilities, and comply with the same regulatory requirements, project design features, 
and standard conditions of approval as identified and imposed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR. The 
Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the project as analyzed in the 1997 
EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
For Hazards and Hazardous Materials threshold of significance h, the 1997 EIR/EIS did not determine 
that hazards associated with domestic flies, mosquitoes, cockroaches, rodents or any other vector would 
result with onsite mining operations as this threshold was not adopted until 2004. However, the 2010 SEIR 
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determined that, with adherence to existing conditions of approval and best management practices, the 2010 
Project would not result in trash piles or open containers that could provide breeding areas for mosquitoes, 
flies, or rodents. The Modified Project would continue to maintain these operational procedures to prevent 
vector attraction, and comply with the same regulatory requirements, project design features, and standard 
conditions of approval as identified and imposed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR.  Therefore, it can be 
concluded that the Modified Project would not result in the significant generation of vectors, and the 
Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the project as analyzed in the 1997 
EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
3.8.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

Regulatory Requirements 

 Site operations will be conducted in compliance with Federal Mine Safety and Health 
Administration regulations. 

 The routes of hazardous materials being shipped to and away from the proposed project will be 
coordinated with the California Highway Patrol or other appropriate agencies. 

 Transportation of materials and equipment to the site would be regulated under state, federal and/or 
local laws, regulations and ordinances. 

 Storage, use and disposal of all hazardous materials will be in accordance with all federal, state and 
local regulations, codes and rules. 

 Storage and use of explosives will occur in compliance with federal regulations. 

 Hazardous Materials Business Plan and inventory will be submitted to Kern County Environmental 
Health Services Department. 

 Onsite personnel will receive annual training in emergency response procedures. 

 Used oil and solvents will be collected and sent offsite to a licensed recycler. 

 A Process Safety Management (PSM) and Risk Management Plan (RMP) will be prepared, if 
required. 

 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

 Fences will be erected around potentially hazardous areas to discourage entry by unauthorized mine 
personnel or visitors. (Condition of Approval No. 51) 

 Historical mining operations will be removed or closed to the extent feasible. (Condition of 
Approval No. 52) 

 Former mine waste will be removed. (Condition of Approval No. 53) 

 Project design will be in accordance with a preconstruction design study. (Condition of Approval 
No. 54) 

 
3.8.4 Technical Study Analyses 

Other than the language found in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, technical studies were not required to 
assess hazards and hazardous materials impacts. 
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3.8.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the hazards and hazardous materials analysis set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 
SEIR and conclusions adopted with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain 
accurate and are unchanged by the Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum. In addition, 
the regulatory requirements and mitigation measures/conditions of approval from the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 
SEIR and the current CUPs (CUP No. 41, Map 213; CUP No. 22, Map 214; and CUP No. 27, Map 196) 
that are currently applicable to the Project will continue to be implemented, and no different or additional 
mitigation measures are proposed.  
 
With respect to hazards and hazardous materials impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial 
changes to the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the 
project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 
that was not known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more 
severe significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to 
address. (CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
 
3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 

3.9.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Hydrology and Water Quality effects if it would: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or ground water quality? 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?  

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would:  

i. result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 
ii. substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would 

result in flooding on- or offsite; 
iii. create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 

planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

iv. impede or redirect flood flows? 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?  

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

 
3.9.2 Impact Analysis 

For Hydrology and Water Quality threshold of significance a above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: 

The Proposed Action will comply with all applicable regulations relating to hydrology and 
water quality. The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board will regulate project 
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systems with the potential to discharge liquids to surface or sub-surface waters. The review 
and permitting process will follow requirements of Title 23 CCR, Chapter 15, Article 7 
(Mining Waste Management), the California Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.67 (Above 
Ground Storage of Petroleum), the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act of 1985 
and other applicable laws and regulations as described in Sections 1.6.3 of this document. 
(1997 EIR/EIS, p. 179) 

The impact to surface water quality as a result of the placement of overburden directly on 
the ground surface would be Less Than Significant. (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 183) 

Impacts to the quality of groundwater would be Less Than Significant as a result of 
regulatory requirements and design features. (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 199) 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that impacts to surface and groundwater quality would not result if the Project 
complied with Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (“RWQCB”) and other regulatory 
requirements, and standard conditions of approval related to water quality. The 2010 SEIR concurred with 
the 1997 EIR/EIS findings and determined that no further analysis was necessary for the 2010 Project. 
GQM has subsequently constructed the Project consistent with the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR and 
associated conditions of approval. The Modified Project would similarly be required to maintain 
compliance with the same regulatory requirements and standard conditions of approval as identified and 
imposed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR. The Modified Project would not entail any changes to the 
existing mining, processing, or reclamation operations that would adversely affect surface or groundwater 
quality. The Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the project as analyzed 
in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
For Hydrology and Water Quality threshold of significance b above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: 

Based on calculations included in the Groundwater Supply Evaluation ("Groundwater 
Supply Evaluation, Soledad Mountain Project, prepared by WZI, Inc., in 1996), 
groundwater drawdown should not exceed 30 feet at a distance of two miles from the water 
supply wells during the life of the project…The groundwater level would recover to within 
80 percent of the pre-project level within five years after use of the wells is 
discontinued…The impact to the groundwater quantity is considered Less Than 
Significant." (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 196) 

Impacts to the groundwater supply would be Less Than Significant as demonstrated by 
hydrology studies. (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 199) 

 
Groundwater used as a water supply source for the project was evaluated as part of the 1997 EIR. 
Specifically, WZI, Inc. (1996) prepared a groundwater resources study to assess the effect of pumping on 
the regional aquifer. This evaluation considered the potential drawdown associated with pumping from 
future supply wells at a rate of 750 gallons per minute (gpm), the estimated maximum rate required for 
mining and processing at the project site at an annual production rate of 6 million tons per year (MT). Based 
on this evaluation (WZI, Inc., 1996), the 1997 EIR concluded that drawdown of the aquifer would not be 
anticipated to exceed 30 feet at a distance of two miles from the water supply wells during the life of the 
project, and the groundwater level would recover to within 80 percent of the pre-project level within five 
years after use of the wells is discontinued. Accordingly, the impact analyses determined that the project 
would have a less than significant impact with respect to groundwater resources. 
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While the 1997 EIR concluded that the projected pumping rate of 750 gpm would not adversely impact the 
long-term aquifer yield, the project update considered in 2010 SEIR estimated a reduced total water demand 
of approximately 650 gpm; however, water usage could ultimately be between 650 to 750 gpm depending 
on actual operational needs. Therefore, given that the projection revisions considered in the 2010 SEIR 
would not result in an increase in water demand and consequential change in project pumping rate, the 
impact analysis concluded there would not be any significant impact to groundwater resources. 
 
The Modified Project anticipates an estimated annual mining extraction rate of 4.7MT, which is 1.3 MT 
less than the production rate considered in the 1997 EIR. Moreover, while the total of quantity of 
overburden handled (264 MT) is greater than the 1997 project, combined the amount of ore and overburden 
handled on an annual basis is estimated to be 6 MT less for the Modified Project. Given that both the mining 
and processing rates are reduced, no change in the maximum pumping rate is contemplated. Therefore, 
there would be no net impact change resulting from the Modified Project; and consequently, no significant 
impact to the groundwater resources.  Similarly, since the Modified Project would not result in an 
incremental increase in drawdown, there would not an adverse effect on aquifer recharge that could impede 
groundwater sustainability. 
 
For Hydrology and Water Quality threshold of significance c above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: 

Surface drainage will be modified according to the Drainage Plan [Soledad Mountain 
Project Grading Plan Layout and Design Criteria Summary, prepared by Glasgow 
Engineering Group in January 1997] which will require review and approval by Kern 
County prior to implementation. The plan is designed to control erosion, prevent flooding 
and maintain stormwater onsite.…Surface drainage will be altered by the proposed project 
and the potential impact is Significant. The impact would be reduced to a level of Less than 
Significant by regulatory and design features as described in the Drainage Plan. (1997 
EIR/EIS, p. 180) 

The surface drainage pattern would be permanently altered. However, the Site Drainage 
Plan, which will be approved by Kern County and will fulfill the Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) requirements for stabilization of drainages and erosion 
control, would assure that the new drainage system pattern will not cause flooding, would 
prevent undue erosion and unnatural surface runoff and would allow for percolation of 
storm water for normal recharge of the groundwater. (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 181) 

There would be No Impact related to flooding from the proposed project. (1997 EIR/EIS, 
p. 183) 
The proposed project has been designed as a "zero discharge" facility for storm water 
runoff. (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 275) 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that impacts to drainage would be less than significant insofar as the 
provisions and design features contained in the 1997 Drainage Plan were satisfied. The 2010 SEIR 
concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS findings and determined that no further analysis was necessary for the 
2010 Project. The Modified Project would similarly be required to maintain compliance with the same 
regulatory requirements and standard conditions of approval as identified and imposed in the 1997 EIR/EIS 
and 2010 SEIR. Further, the Golden Queen Mine Drainages Memorandum by WRA, Inc. indicated that 
drainages mapped during the 2018 survey within the Study Area were consistent with drainage features 
delineated in 1996 (WRA, Inc. 2019). The Modified Project would maintain compliance with the Drainage 
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Plan Update (Revision 5) (Sespe Consulting, Inc., 2019) to ensure that significant impacts to drainage 
would not result. Accordingly, the Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to 
the project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
For Hydrology and Water Quality threshold of significance d above, the 1997 EIR/EIS indicated, "The 
project site is not located in a flood prone area. Therefore, No Impacts are expected from flooding as a 
result of the project location" and, "No bodies of surface water are located near the site and the site is not 
in a flood plain."(1997 EIR/EIS p. 179) 
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that impacts due to flooding, seiche, tsunami, or inundation would be less 
than significant. The 2010 SEIR determined that a portion of the Project would be within the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”) 100-year floodplain, and proposed to file a Conditional Letter 
of Map Revision to exclude the 2010 Project from the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The 2010 Project was 
unable to obtain the requisite approval from FEMA; accordingly, the approved surface mining and 
reclamation plans were amended to eliminate the project’s encroachment into the 100-year floodplain. The 
Modified Project would continue mining, ore processing, and reclamation activities outside of the FEMA 
100-year floodplain and would not encroach into the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The Modified Project’s 
potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as 
reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
For Hydrology and Water Quality threshold of significance e above, the 1997 EIR/EIS and the 2010 
SEIR did not include discussion of water quality control plans or sustainable groundwater management 
plans. However, the 2010 SEIR included analysis of the 2010 Project’s effect on water quality, and states, 
in part as follows: 

The Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) (GQM et al. 2007) concluded that significant 
risks of potential water quality degradation will not result with the Revised Project due to 
proposed closure and post-closure maintenance procedures, and monitoring, operation 
and contingency plans that will be implemented to ensure water quality protection…. 
Significant impacts will not result. Further discussion in this SEIR is not required. (2010 
SEIR, p. 4.1-44 to 4.1-46) 

 
The Modified Project would maintain compliance with the currently approved Report of Waste Discharge, 
Drainage Plan, and other applicable regulatory requirements to ensure significant risks of potential surface 
and groundwater quality degradation would not result. As depicted in the conceptual model to evaluate 
potential seepage from historical tailings, leaching of the host rock or historical tailings by natural processes 
would not have impacted groundwater and is unlikely to affect groundwater quality in the future (Arcadis 
G&M, Inc., 2019). The Modified Project would not be located in a high- or medium-priority basin as 
defined by the California Department of Water Resources (Statewide Map of SGMA 2019 Basin 
Prioritization Results). The Modified Project is located within the Fremont Valley Groundwater Basin 
which is currently designated as low priority under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
(SGMA); thus, the basin is not subject to SGMA requirements (Arcadis G&M, Inc., 2019). Therefore, the 
Modified Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan, and potential impacts would remain less than significant.  
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3.9.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

Regulatory Requirements 

 The site maintains coverage under the state General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated 
with Industrial Activities (Order 2014-0057-DWQ), which implements the federally required storm 
water regulations in California for storm water associated with industrial activities discharging to 
waters of the United States.  

 A Site Drainage Plan for the control of surface flow during operations has been submitted to Kern 
County. 

 The BLM regulates surface drainage modifications and erosion control measures through review, 
approval and issuance of the Plan of Operations. Annual inspections will assure compliance. 

 Kern County regulates reclamation activities related to stabilization of drainage and erosion control 
to assure consistency with SMARA requirements. Kern County conducts inspections annually to 
assure compliance. 

 A Report of Waste Discharge was filed with the Lahontan Regional Board in accordance with Title 
23 CCR, Chapter 15, Article 7. The Lahontan Regional Board implemented the following 
requirements through detailed design review, issuance of a waste discharge order (WDR Order 
Number R6V-2010-0031), groundwater monitoring, inspections and reporting.  

 Soil and foundation materials under the liner will be tested. 
 Approval of heap leach pad design and construction. 
 Low permeability liner systems will be installed by experienced contractors with quality 

assurance being provided by an independent engineering firm. 
 A leachate collection and recovery system (LCRS) will monitor and collect any solution 

which may pass through the upper liner. 
 A perimeter berm around the heap leach pads designed to contain solution from the leach 

pads and the 100-year, 24-hour storm event will be installed. 
 Drainage or diversion ditches outside the processing solution area will be built to preclude 

entry of storm runoff into the system. 
 Water quality will be monitored in groundwater monitoring wells for one year prior to the 

use of sodium cyanide as background information. 
 Storm water runoff, the vadose zone (the unsaturated zone between the liner and 

groundwater), and groundwater will be monitored for constituents of concern using 
statistical analysis. 

 Quarterly reports on monitoring results and the current status of operations will be 
submitted to the Lahontan Regional Board. 

 The heap leach pile will be neutralized at the time of closure. A Final Closure and Post-
Closure Maintenance Plan will be approved 180 days before the start of closure. 

 Financial assurance for neutralization and closure of the heap leach pile will be posted in 
accordance with Title 23 CCR, Section 2580(f). 

 Financial assurance sufficient to initiate and complete corrective actions for any reasonably 
foreseeable potential release to the environment will be posted in accordance with Title 23 
CCR, Section 2550.0(b). 
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 Storage in above ground storage tanks is regulated by the Lahontan Regional Board, in accordance 
with the California Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.67, and the California Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Act of 1985, with the following: 

 Development of a detailed Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan prepared in 
accordance with the guidelines of 40 CFR, Part 112; 

 Frequent visual inspections for leakage or deterioration of tanks, fittings or containment 
facilities; 

 Secondary containment; and 
 Grading of truck-transfer areas to contain potential spills. 

 Storage of hazardous chemicals will comply with the spill control and secondary containment 
provisions found in Section 8003.1.7 of the 1994 Uniform Fire Code. 

 An approval for the septic system design will be obtained from Kern County Public Health Services 
Department/Environmental Health Services Division. 

 The BLM will regulate the surface drainage modifications and erosion control measures through 
review, approval and issuance of the Plan of Operations. Annual inspections will assure 
compliance. 

 Kern County will regulate surface mining and reclamation activities related to stabilization of 
drainage and erosion control to assure consistency with SMARA requirements. Kern County will 
conduct inspections annually to assure compliance. 

 Surface water quality is regulated through coverage under the state General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities (Order 2014-0057-DWQ), which establishes 
discharge effluent criteria to ensure compliance with water quality standards. 

 A Waste Discharge Order (No. R6V-2010-0031) was issued by the Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board.  This Order prescribes waste discharge requirements and prohibitions, 
which ensure groundwater quality is protected according to the basin’s designated beneficial uses. 

 Groundwater wells are installed in accordance with California well drilling standards and Kern 
County Environmental Health Requirements, which specify construction and sealing methods 
ensure there is no cross-contamination resulting from the wells. 

 New water supply wells will be drilled under a permit from Kern County Environmental Health 
Services Department in accordance with approved methods. A surface seal will be witnessed by a 
representative from the county. 
 

Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

 Site drainage will be inspected periodically to assure that excessive erosion is not occurring. In the 
event excessive erosion is identified, the drainage plan will be revised in consultation with the Kern 
County Planning Department. (Condition of Approval No. 13) 

 Additional erosion prevention techniques include: (a) Site drainage will be retained onsite; (b) Site 
roads and drainages will be inspected by Golden Queen personnel after rainfall events which result 
in surface flow to ensure erosion prevention is maintained and upgraded as needed; (c) Drainage 
from the tops of overburden piles will be directed away from the slopes toward the pit; (d) Salvaged 
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growth media will be stockpiled away from areas of concentrated drainage; (e) Reclamation of 
disturbed areas will occur as soon as possible. (Condition of Approval No. 14) 

 The overliner protective material placed in direct contact with the HDPE liner will not exceed 1.5 
inches in diameter, and will not contain hard, sharp, angular pieces. (Condition of Approval No. 
15) 

 A cyanide destructing compound (e.g., hydrogen peroxide or calcium hypochlorite) will be 
maintained onsite for use in the event that a spill occurs. (Condition of Approval No. 16) 

 Historical mining wastes and tailings will be tested and used onsite or, if indicated, disposed of at 
an offsite permitted disposal facility, removing any future threat of surface water contamination. 
(Condition of Approval No. 17) 

 The Lahontan Regional Board will be consulted prior to the use of dust suppression or soil 
stabilization chemicals. (Condition of Approval No. 18) 

 The evaporation of water and, therefore, the need for makeup water is minimized through the use 
of enclosed solution storage. (Condition of Approval No. 19) 

 Golden Queen monitors groundwater levels on a monthly basis and compares the water level data 
collected by the monitoring program to water levels predicted by the groundwater drawdown 
model. In the event that the monitoring program shows that the actual water drawdown in the well, 
when corrected for well conditions, exceeds the predicted model for six consecutive months, 
Golden Queen will supplement the water supplied by the production wells with up to 300 gallons 
per minute (gpm) of water from Antelope Valley - East Kern Water Agency. (Condition of 
Approval No. 20) 

 
3.9.4 Technical Study Analysis 

 1997 EIR/EIS 

 2010 SEIR 

 Groundwater Supply Evaluation, Soledad Mountain Project (WZI, Inc., 1996) 

 Drainage Plan Update (Revision 5) (Sespe Consulting, Inc., 2019) (see Appendix K) 

 Final Hydrogeology Report (2019 Update) (Arcadis G&M, Inc. 2019) (see Appendix L) 

 Golden Queen Mine Drainages (WRA, Inc. 2019) (see Appendix D) 
 
3.9.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the hydrology and water quality analyses set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR 
and conclusions adopted with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate 
and are unchanged by the Modified Project, or the analysis presented in this Addendum. In addition, the 
regulatory requirements and mitigation measures/conditions of approval from the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 
SEIR and the current CUPs (CUP No. 41, Map 213; CUP No. 22, Map 214; and CUP No. 27, Map 196) 
that are currently applicable to the Project will continue to be implemented, and no different or additional 
mitigation measures are proposed.  
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With respect to hydrology and water quality impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial 
changes to the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the 
project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 
that was not known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more 
severe significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to 
address. (CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
 
3.10 Land Use and Planning 

3.10.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Land Use and Planning effects if it would: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

 
3.10.2 Impact Analysis 

For Land Use and Planning thresholds of significance a and b, the 1997 EIR/EIS and subsequent 2010 
SEIR concluded: 

The proposed use within the project site is consistent with the Specific Plan for the area. 
The proposed use is also a permitted use, upon approval of a Conditional Use Permit for 
a Surface Mining/Reclamation Plan, in the existing zoning districts. Therefore, the project 
is not in conflict with the adopted specific plan of the community and the Kern County 
Zoning Ordinance and there is No Impact.…The existing and historical land use within the 
project site is mineral exploration, mining and open space. The project site would be 
reclaimed at the conclusion of mining activities.  Therefore, the land use after reclamation 
would be similar to the current land use. (1997 EIR/EIS, pg. 264) 

 
There are no established communities within the Project site or vicinity that could potentially be divided. 
The 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR concluded that the previously existing mining operations would be 
permitted and consistent with Kern County’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance through the existing 
Conditional Use Permits approved by the County.  In addition, given that the Project site would be 
reclaimed to functionally similar and compatible uses, it was concluded that both the 1997 and 2010 
Projects would not conflict with surrounding uses and the community. Furthermore, the 1997  Project 
required approval of new Conditional Use Permits (CUPs), and the 2010 Project required approval of 
modification of two existing CUPs and one new CUP: CUP 27, Map 196; Modification of CUP No. 41, 
Map 213; Modification of CUP No. 22, Map 214.  The County’s approval of said CUPs ensured that 
significant impacts would not result.  It was determined the 1997 and 2010 Projects would not result in any 
significant land use or planning impact, and therefore further discussion/analysis was not required at that 
time. 
 
For Land Use and Planning thresholds of significance b, as discussed previously, the Modified Project’s 
footprint and operations are similar to the original 1997 Project approved by the County and analyzed in 
the 1997 EIR/EIS.  The Modified Project will continue extractive mining operations across approximately 
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the same footprint originally approved in 1997, with an additional 258 acres.  There are no existing and/or 
proposed established communities within the Modified Project footprint, the 258-acre expansion area, or 
surrounding area that could potentially be divided.  Therefore, there would be no change from the analysis 
and conclusions presented in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, and the Modified Project will result in a 
less than significant impact, and no mitigation is proposed.  

 
The Modified Project also does not conflict with existing land uses. Most of the 258-acre expansion area is 
within the Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain – Elephant Butte and Vicinity – South of Mojave.  The 
remainder of the 258-acre expansion area is within the Kern County General Plan (and has a Map Code 
Designation of 1.1 (Federal Land)). As described in the Specific Plan for Soledad Mountain – Elephant 
Butte and Vicinity – South of Mojave, no industry is proposed “within the plan area with the exception of 
mining and possible processing of silver and gold ores”.  Additionally, there are no new land use plans, 
policies, or regulations applicable to the Modified Project that were not evaluated in the 1997 EIR/EIS or 
the 2010 SEIR. As such, the Modified Project does not change these conclusions, and will have a less than 
significant impact, with continued implementation of existing project design features/COAs. 
 
3.10.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

Regulatory Requirements 

 Compliance with all regulatory permits and plans as cited in the Introduction (Section 1.2) of the 
1997 EIR/EIS. 

 Surface mining is a permitted use in the existing zoning districts subject to the requirement to obtain 
a Conditional Use Permit for a Surface Mining and Reclamation Plan. 

 Compliance with the Noise Element (Section 3.9) of the Kern County General Plan. 

 Compliance with permits issued by the Kern County Air Pollution Control District, including the 
use of Best Available Control Technology outlined in the Air Quality section (Section 3.5) of the 
1997 EIR/EIS. 

 Drainage will be controlled according to a Site Drainage Plan which is reviewed and approved by 
Kern County and described in the Hydrology (Water Resources) section (Section 3.4.1) of the 1997 
EIR/EIS. 

 The acquisition of legal interests in minerals is required to conduct mining activities. 
 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

 Buildings and structures will be painted with non-reflective earthtone colors to blend with the 
predominant background. (Condition of Approval No. 45) 

 Outdoor lighting for the mine pit and other areas of nighttime activities will be shielded and directed 
downward to reduce fugitive light. Light poles will be no higher than necessary for safe and 
efficient lighting. Low-pressure sodium bulbs or other appropriate technology will be used for 
outdoor lighting. (Condition of Approval No. 20) 
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3.10.4 Technical Study Analysis 

Other than the language found in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, no new or updated technical studies 
are proposed to assess land use impacts. 
 
3.10.5 Addendum Conclusion 

As described above, the analyses set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR and conclusions adopted 
with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and are unchanged by 
the Modified Project, or the analysis presented in this Addendum. In addition, the regulatory requirements 
and mitigation measures/conditions of approval from the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR and the current CUP 
No. 41 and CUP No. 22 that are currently applicable to the Project will continue to be implemented, and 
no different or additional mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
With respect to land use and planning impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial changes to 
the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the project as 
analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was 
not known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe 
significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to address. 
(CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
 
3.11 Mineral Resources 

3.11.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Mineral Resource effects if it would: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 
and the residents of the state?  

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated 
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

 
3.11.2 Impact Analysis 

For Mineral Resources thresholds of significance a and b, the 1997 EIR/EIS stated:  

The mining of the ore would result in the removal of the extracted minerals which is a Significant 
and Unavoidable Adverse Impact. Commercial utilization of the geologic resources constitutes a 
beneficial use of available resources. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 143) 

The proposed use within the project site is consistent with the Specific Plan for the area. The 
proposed use is also a permitted use, upon approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Plan, in the existing zoning districts. Therefore, the project is not in 
conflict with the adopted specific plan of the community and the Kern County Zoning Ordinance 
and there is No Impact. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 264) 

 
The 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded that mining of gold would be a significant and unavoidable adverse impact. 
However, the commercial utilization of the mineral would be considered beneficial. To offset the 
significance of the impact, the original 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that onsite mining operations would be 
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permitted with approval of the Conditional Use Permits, which ensure that a significant impact would not 
result. The 2010 SEIR concluded that that Project will continue to mine the project site for gold, similar 
with the 1997 Project, and that findings made with the 1997 EIR/EIS would continue to apply, and that the 
County continued to find that commercial utilization of minerals is a benefit. The Modified Project would 
continue to result in commercial utilization of gold, silver and construction aggregates, pursuant to a 
County-approved amended conditional use permit.  As such, the Modified Project does not change the 1997 
EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR conclusions. 
 
3.11.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

Regulatory Requirements 

 There are no regulatory requirements related to the mineral resources of the project. 
 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

 Exploration activity, drilling boreholes and analysis of rock samples, has been conducted to ensure 
mineral resources will not be covered by overburden or heap piles. (Condition of Approval No. 5) 

 
3.11.4 Technical Study Analysis 

Other than the language found in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, technical studies were not proposed to 
assess Mineral Resource impacts. 
 
3.11.5 Addendum Conclusion  

As described above, the analysis set forth in the 1997 EIR and 2010 SEIR and conclusions adopted with 
the certification of the environmental documents remain accurate and are unchanged by the Modified 
Project, or the analysis presented in this Addendum.  In addition, the regulatory requirements and mitigation 
measures/conditions of approval from the current CUP No. 41, Map No. 213; CUP No. 22, Map No. 214; 
and CUP No. 27, Map No. 196 that are currently applicable to the Project will continue to be implemented, 
and no different or additional mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
With respects to mineral resources impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial changes to the 
project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the project as 
analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was 
not known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe 
significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to address. 
(CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
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3.12 Noise and Vibration 

3.12.1 Significance Thresholds  

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Noise effects if the project would result in: 

a) Generation of substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity 
of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

d) For a project located within the vicinity the Kern County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, 
would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 
3.12.2 Impact Analysis 

For Noise thresholds of significance a, b and c,4 the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: 

The anticipated noise levels generated by typical operations at the Soledad Mountain 
Project are within the limits recommended by the Noise Element of the Kern County 
General Plan. During the operating life of the project, there would be an increase in 
ambient noise levels which would be perceptible to humans in the project vicinity, but these 
levels would not exceed maximum existing levels measured in the vicinity of the project 
area and the impact of the project on noise would be Less Than Significant. (1997 EIR/EIS, 
p. 255)  

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that noise would be generated by mining activities; engines; construction 
equipment; rock drills and crushing; and blasting. The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the 1997 Project’s 
noise levels would be within the Noise Element of the County General Plan and impacts would be less than 
significant. The 2010 SEIR concluded that the 2010 Project did not propose any significantly different 
mining operations that would generate new or more intensive noise. Similar with the 1997 Project, the 2010 
SEIR concluded that the 2010 Project would not result in any significant impact. 
 
The Modified Project would re-authorize mining in a similar configuration as originally approved by Kern 
County in 1997, including an additional 258 acres as described previously.  No changes are proposed to 
mining and processing operations or to any facilities or processing equipment. Mining methods will remain 
the same as are currently ongoing. The total mining rate will be approximately 24 million tons per year, 
compared to the 30 million tons per year analyzed and approved in 1997. The number and frequency of 
blasting events will not change.  The Modified Project includes no new or more intensive activities that 
would increase the project’s potential to produce noise and vibration compared to the project as analyzed 
in the 1997 EIR/EIS. 
 

                                                      
4 Note that the 2019 CEQA Guidelines have been revised to reorganize the applicable thresholds compared to the 
CEQA Guidelines in effect in 1997.  The thresholds remain substantively the same. 
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Since certification of the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, development in the vicinity of the Project site has 
not created the potential for an increase in noise impacts. The area’s land uses are still dominated by desert 
open spaces, some scattered rural residences, and miscellaneous uses including wind farms, other ancillary 
industrial uses (e.g., power infrastructure, water tanks, etc.), and highways and roads. The distance to the 
nearest sensitive residential uses has not changed. The closest home(s) in 1997 and in 2010 were 
approximately 400 feet to the northeast from the Project, and these continue to be the closest homes to the 
site today.  Since 2010, some new homes have been built to the east and south of the Project site, however 
the closest new receptor is over 2,500 feet away and is partially shielded by intervening topography. 
 
To confirm that the Modified Project will not increase the project’s potential to produce noise and vibration 
compared to the project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS, a supplemental memorandum was prepared by 
Sespe Consulting, Inc. (Sespe) dated July 8, 2019.  Noise monitoring was conducted to reconfirm ambient 
noise levels around the Project and to determine if conditions have changed since the previous 1997 
EIR/EIS/2010 SEIR noise analyses were completed.  The results were also analyzed to determine if the 
Modified Project would conflict with existing project conditions of approval, County noise standards, or 
have a significant effect on the noise levels experienced at nearby residential receptors.  Please see 
Appendix M for Sespe’s supplemental memo.   

 
Ambient Noise Monitoring.  To confirm the ambient noise levels at nearby receptors of concern, one (1) 
24-hour long-duration and three (3) 1-hour short-duration noise measurements were obtained near the 
Soledad Mountain Mine on May 22 through May 24, 2019.  The meters were positioned to the north and 
southwest (see Figure 1 in Appendix M).  A summary of the noise monitoring results is included in 
Appendix M.  Normal operations and mining/processing activities, similar to those outlined in the 1997 
EIR, were occurring at the Project site during the measurement period.  As such, the measurements 
accurately represent the noise levels expected for the ongoing and future full-scale mining and processing 
operations.   
 
Table 5 below summarizes the measured ambient data in units of Day-Night (Ldn) average sound level.  Ldn 
is the noise metric used for the previous ambient noise measurements collected at the Project site in 
1990/1991 and 2013, and referenced within the 1997 EIR/EIS/2010 SEIR.  Additionally, applicable County 
noise standards and the facility’s existing conditions of approval related to noise are primarily in terms of 
Ldn.  As defined in the Noise Element of the Kern County General Plan (2009), the Ldn value places 
additional emphasis on nighttime noise by adding a +10 dBA penalty to noise levels measured between the 
hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.  In addition to the long-term (24-hour) Ldn measurement, three (3) short-
term (1-Hour) Leq measurements were also collected.  The Leq 1-Hour noise levels are shown for 
informational purposes only, as they cannot be compared to the 1990/991 and 2013 Ldn data or utilized to 
determine compliance with existing conditions of approval. 
 

Table 5:  2019 Measured Noise Levels 

Monitoring 
Location 

Duration Date(s) Measured 
Measured Noise 

Level (dBA) 
Noise Units 

#1 24-Hour 5/23/19 – 5/24/19 52.8 Ldn (Day-Night) 
#2 1-Hour 5/22/19 56.4 Leq 1-Hour 
#3 1-Hour 5/22/19 62.0 Leq 1-Hour 
#4 1-Hour 5/24/19 44.6 Leq 1-Hour 

See Figure 1 in Appendix M attached for the monitoring locations. 



SECTION 3.0  
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020  88 

Unlike the previous 1990/1991 and 2013 monitoring events, the 2019 noise measurements were obtained 
when the mine was fully operational throughout an entire 24-hour day.  Table 6 shows the previous ambient 
noise levels, as documented in the 1990/1991 Hersh Acoustical Engineering report and 2013 Sespe memo, 
and compares them to the new measurements collected in May 2019.  
 

Table 6:  Ambient Noise Measurement Comparison 

Dates Measured Duration Site Operating? Parameter 
Measured Noise 

Level (Ldn) 
1990/1991 4-Weeks No Operations Monthly Average 58.5 

2013 7-Days Partially (4 of 7 days) Weekly Average 57.5 
2019 24-Hours Yes Daily Average 52.8 

 

As shown in Table 6 above, the noise environment in the vicinity of the Project site appears unchanged 
when comparing the ambient noise levels measured over the past decade, with and without the Project 
operations.  In fact, despite full-scale project operations, the Day-Night (Ldn) noise level measured in 2019 
appears to have decreased somewhat compared to past ambient Ldn noise levels measured in 1990/1991 and 
2013.  This indicates that past expansions/operations and the proposed Modified Project have had no 
appreciable effect on the ambient noise environment around the Project site and at nearby receptors. 
 
As described previously, the Modified Project includes no proposed changes to the existing production 
throughputs or associated mining/processing equipment operating onsite.  As such, the 2019 measurements 
accurately capture the noise generated by Project equipment and processing sources, which will not change 
as a result of the Modified Project.  The measured noise level of 52.8 dBA Ldn at nearby receptors is well 
below the applicable County noise standard of 65 dBA Ldn, and therefore even slight increases in ambient 
noise levels resulting from the Modified Project operations are expected be within acceptable County limits.  
For these reasons, the Modified Project is expected not be in conflict with existing conditions of approval, 
County standards, or have a significant effect on the ambient noise levels experienced at nearby residential 
receptors. 
 
Regarding Noise threshold of significance c above, the 1997 NOP/IS determined that the project site is 
located outside the influence areas of public airports and private airstrips (over two miles away from the 
project site). The Mojave Air and Space Port (formerly the Mojave Airport) is located about 5.5 miles north 
of the project site, while the Pontius airstrip and Lloyd’s Landing airstrip, both private airstrips, are located 
approximately 2 1/8 miles southeast and 7 miles southwest, respectively, of the Modified Project. Since the 
project site is located outside the influence area of any public airport, or private airstrip, the 1997 NOP/IS 
concluded that there was no opportunity for the 1997 Project to conflict with the Kern County Airport Land 
Use Compatibility Plan or result in the exposure of people working on the site to excessive noise levels 
from private aircraft.  The 2010 SEIR concurred with the 1997 NOP/IS conclusion in this regard and 
confirmed that significant noise impacts would not result.  These facts and conclusions remain true for the 
Modified Project. 
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3.12.3 Compliance with 1997 EIR/EIS Mitigation Measures 

Regulatory Requirements 

 The noise levels at nearby residences will remain within the recommendations of the Noise 
Element of the Kern County General Plan. 

 Machinery, equipment and vehicles will be equipped with mufflers in accordance with MSHA 
requirements. 

 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

 Approximately 75 to 80 percent of construction activities will take place during daylight. 
(Condition of Approval No. 47) 

 Blasting will occur during daylight, one time per day, and will be engineered to minimize the 
amount of explosives used, according to United States Bureau of Mines guidelines. (Condition 
of Approval No. 48) 

 The project shall comply with the goals and objectives of the Noise Element of the Kern County 
General Plan. (Condition of Approval No. 61) 

 If a single-family residence is constructed on private land which lies within the projected 65 
dB contour line northeast of the project area as shown in Exhibit 3.9-1 (Projected Sound Level 
Contour Map) of the 1997 EIR/EIS, it will be ensured that the noise levels at the residence will 
remain within the recommendations of the Noise Element of the Kern County General Plan 
using both of the following methods: 

(a) Noise levels will be monitored to determine if the noise levels are above the recommended 
limits. 

(b) If noise levels are above the recommended limits, measures will be taken to reduce the 
noise level to acceptable levels. 

 
The measures will include the construction of berms using overburden material to shield the 
noise and will include reduction of work in the area of the residence during the hours of 10:00 
p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (Condition of Approval No. 62) 

 
3.12.4 Technical Study Analyses 

 1997 EIR/EIS 

 2010 SEIR 

 Ambient Noise Measurements & Compliance with Conditions of Approval for Noise (Sespe 
Consulting, Inc. 2019) (see Appendix M) 

 
3.12.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the analysis set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR and conclusions adopted 
with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and are unchanged by 
the Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum. In addition, the regulatory requirements 
and mitigation measures/conditions of approval from the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR and the current CUPs 
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(CUP No. 41, Map 213; CUP No. 22, Map 214; and CUP No. 27, Map 196) that are currently applicable to 
the Project will continue to be implemented, and no different or additional mitigation measures are 
proposed.  
 
As respects noise and vibration impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial changes to the 
project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the project as 
analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was 
not known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe 
significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to address. 
(CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
 
3.13 Population/Housing 

3.13.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Population and Housing effects if it would: 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

 
3.13.2 Impact Analysis 

In lieu of a Population and Housing analysis, the 1997 EIR performed a socio-economic analysis.  For 
Population and Housing thresholds of significance a and b above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: 

“…the project would enhance the regional economy.  The project is not deemed growth 
inducing because the jobs created would, in all likelihood, replace those being eliminated 
by the closure of a similar facility within the area. Golden Queen anticipates hiring most, 
if not all, of its employees from that labor pool.  Since the project is not deemed growth 
inducing, it would not conflict with population, employment or housing policies or 
projections established by government agencies. The project would create job 
opportunities in the area; however, since the majority of the employees are expected to 
come from the existing labor pool, the project would not impact services such as law 
enforcement, fire protection or public schools.  The project site is currently undeveloped, 
therefore, the project would not displace existing residences or create or exacerbate a 
housing shortage.” (1997 EIR/EIS, pg.  270) 

Furthermore, the 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded, "The impacts to property values resulting 
from the proposed project are considered Less Than Significant.…The population in the 
Mojave area is expected to increase to 6,225 by the end of the proposed project in 2015, 
assuming an annual growth rate of 2.2 percent based on historical growth. The cumulative 
socioeconomic impacts are considered Less Than Significant."  (1997 EIR/EIS, pg.  271) 

 
As described above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that impacts to population and housing would not be 
significant. The 2010 SEIR concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS findings.  Since the 2010 SEIR, the Project 



SECTION 3.0  
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020  91 

has been constructed and is fully operational.  The Applicant has created job opportunities in the area, has 
enhanced the regional economy, and has not impacted services such as law enforcement, fire protection or 
public schools.  The existing Project also has not displaced existing residences or created or exacerbated a 
housing shortage.   
 
The Modified Project proposes to employ an additional ten (10) long-term employees totaling 240. The 
1997 EIR/EIS analyzed impacts associated with a total of 230 long-term employees. Although there will 
be a slight increase in the number of hired employees, GQM has committed to hiring from the local 
population, as required by the CUP’s existing Condition of Approval #50. The proposed Project does not 
propose any different mining or operating conditions that would affect population or housing and therefore 
will not result in any significant impacts. 
 
Additionally, as in 1997 and 2010, there are no houses or people residing within the Modified Project site, 
surrounding areas, or the previously approved project area. There will be no impact to any onsite people or 
housing and no replacement housing will be necessary.  The impact conclusions in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 
2010 SEIR remain accurate for the Modified Project. 
 
3.13.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

Regulatory Requirements 

 No regulatory design features with respect to potential socioeconomic impacts have been identified 
 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

 Golden Queen has committed to hiring from the local population.  (Condition of Approval No. 50) 
 
3.13.4 Technical Study Analysis 

Other than the language found in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, no new or updated technical studies 
are proposed to assess population/housing impacts. 
 
3.13.5 Addendum Conclusion 

As described above, the analysis set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR and conclusions adopted 
with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and are unchanged by 
the Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum. In addition, the regulatory requirements 
and mitigation measures/conditions of approval from the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR and the current CUPs 
(CUP No. 41, Map 213; CUP No. 22, Map 214; and CUP No. 27, Map 196) that are currently applicable to 
the Project will continue to be implemented, and no different or additional mitigation measures are 
proposed. 
 
With respect to housing and population impacts, the Modified Project does not entail any significant 
changes to the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the 
project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 
that was not known and could not have been known, that would result in new significant impacts or more 
severe significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 or that would require major revisions 
to address. (CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
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3.14 Public Services 

3.14.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Public Services effects if the following statement is found to be: 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered  governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services: 

i. Fire protection? 
ii. Police protection? 

iii. Schools? 
iv. Parks? 
v. Other public facilities? 

 
3.14.2 Impact Analysis 

For Public Services threshold of significance a above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: 

The proposed use does not conflict with existing recreational, educational, religious, or 
scientific uses in the area, therefore, there would be No Impact. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 264) 

The proposed project will not require additional police/sheriff staff or equipment to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, therefore, the impact would be Less Than Significant. 
(1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 272) 

The proposed project will not require additional fire department staff or equipment to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, therefore, the impact would be Less Than Significant. 
(1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 272) 

The proposed project will not result in an increase in the population of school-age children, 
therefore, the impact would be Less Than Significant. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 272) 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the Project would not result in substantial adverse impacts to public 
services. The 2010 SEIR concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS findings and determined that no further analysis 
was necessary for the 2010 Project and sections related to public services. The Modified Project would not 
entail any operational changes that would substantially affect the demand for public services as analyzed in 
the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR. Therefore, the Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged 
compared to the Project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
3.14.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

Both the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR determined that impacts related to public services were less than 
significant; therefore, no mitigation measures and/or conditions were necessary. 
 
3.14.4 Technical Study Analysis 

Other than the language found in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, technical studies were not prepared to 
further assess public services impacts. 
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3.14.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the public services analysis set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR, and conclusions 
adopted with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and are 
unchanged by the Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum. No mitigation measures 
were set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS or the 2010 SEIR because impacts to public services were considered 
less than significant, and no additional mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
As respects public services impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial changes to the existing 
Project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the Project as 
analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the Project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was 
not known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe 
significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to address. 
(CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162. 
 
3.15 Recreation 

3.15.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Recreation effects if it would: 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

 
3.15.2 Impact Analysis 

For Recreation thresholds of significance a and b above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded:  

“The proposed use does not conflict with existing recreational, educational, religious, or 
scientific uses in the area, therefore, there would be No Impact." (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 264) 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the 1997 Project would not result in any significant impact to recreational 
facilities and services. The 2010 SEIR concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS findings and determined that no 
further analysis was necessary for the 2010 Project. The Modified Project would continue mining, ore 
processing and reclamation activities in the same manner as was considered in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 
SEIR analyses. The addition of 10 new long-term employees (230 long-term employees (1997 Project) vs. 
240 long-term employees (Modified Project)) would not create a substantial burden on existing recreational 
facilities.  For these reasons, the Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the 
Project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
3.15.3 Compliance with 1997 FEIR/EIS Mitigation Measures 

The 1997 FEIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR determined that impacts related to recreation were less than significant; 
therefore, no mitigation measures and/or conditions were necessary. 
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3.15.4 Technical Study Analyses 

Other than the language found in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, technical studies were not proposed to 
assess Recreation impacts. 
 
3.15.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the recreation analysis set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR, and conclusions 
adopted with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and are 
unchanged by the Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum. No mitigation measures 
were set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR because impacts to recreation were considered less than 
significant, and no additional mitigation measures are proposed under the Modified Project. 
 
For recreation impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial changes to the Project as analyzed 
in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the Project as analyzed in 1997 and 
2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was not known and could not 
have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe significant impacts that were 
not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to address. (CEQA § 21166; CEQA 
Guidelines § 15162.) 
 
3.16 Transportation 

3.16.1 Significance Thresholds  

The CEQA Appendix G Guidelines and the related Kern County Environmental Checklist Form revised 
the transportation significance criteria in 2019; however, for consistency, this Addendum retains the 
extended transportation significance criteria applied in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR analyses, and also 
discusses the updated transportation significance criteria regarding vehicle miles traveled.  Therefore, the 
County’s previous Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Transportation effects if it would: 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections). 

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a Level of Service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency or adopted County threshold for designated roads or highways. 
Specifically, would implementation of the project cause the Level of Service (LOS) for roadways 
and/or intersections to decline below the following thresholds or further degrade already degraded 
segment(s): 

a. Metropolitan Bakersfield General Plan LOS "C" 

b. Kern County General Plan LOS "D" 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 
in location that results in substantial safety risks. 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
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f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks). 

 
3.16.2 Impact Analysis 

Regarding Transportation threshold of significance a, b and d above, the 1997 EIR/EIS concluded as 
follows: 

The total increase in traffic on Silver Queen Road during the construction phase of the 
project, including employees and delivery trucks, is 413 ADT or 100 percent. The current 
volume to capacity ratio of 0.03 would be increased by construction traffic to 0.05. This 
increase would not affect the LOS on Silver Queen Road and is therefore, considered Less 
Than Significant.…The total increase in traffic from current use during operation of the 
mine, including employees and supply trucks, is 375 ADT, an increase of 91 percent over 
the current 410 ADT. The capacity of Silver Queen Road is 15,000 ADT. The volume to 
capacity ratio would be increased from 0.03 to 0.08 by the year 2014. This increase would 
not affect the LOS on Silver Queen Road and is therefore, considered Less Than 
Significant. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 283) 

Aggregate sales may result in additional truck traffic of approximately 70 daily round trips 
(140 ADT). The traffic associated with the possible sale of aggregate together with traffic 
associated with operation of the mine would add 515 ADT to the current 410 ADT, an 
increase of 126 percent on Silver Queen Road. The volume to capacity ratio would be 
increased to 0.09 and is therefore, Less Than Significant. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 283) 

The project traffic would not increase the volume to capacity ratio enough to affect the 
LOS of State Route 14 and is, therefore, considered Less Than Significant. (1997 FEIR/EIS, 
p. 284) 

The Proposed Action would not result in a new violation, or exacerbate an existing 
violation, of an applicable legal standard or goal relating to levels of service, or 
volume/capacity ratios, of a state or local agency. The Proposed Action would not conflict 
with any applicable congestion management plan, air quality plan or other plan or policy 
relating to automobiles or transit systems. The traffic associated with the Soledad 
Mountain Project is compatible with the current roadway design features and the project 
would have sufficient internal circulation capacity. Adequate parking would be provided 
onsite for employees, deliveries and visitors. There would be adequate internal circulation 
capacity, including entrance and exit, to safely accommodate the average and peak-hour 
traffic loads. Impacts are considered Less Than Significant. (1997 FEIR/EIS, pp. 284 and 
285) 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the 1997 Project would not result in any significant impact relating to 
traffic generation, congestion, or roadway design. The 2010 SEIR concluded that the 2010 Project would 
continue onsite mining operations and would be designed similar to the 1997 Project, and on that basis 
concluded that the 2010 Project also would not result in any significant impact relating to traffic generation, 
congestion, or roadway design. In response to comments raised by CalTrans and the Kern County Roads 
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Department (currently the Kern County Public Works Department), traffic evaluations were conducted for 
both Silver Queen Road and State Route 14 by Cross Engineers, Inc. in 2009. The traffic evaluations 
concluded that the 2010 Project would not reduce the LOS or create unsafe road conditions along Silver 
Queen Road and State Route 14 (2010 SEIR pp. 4.1-65 and 4.1-66) with the continued implementation of 
the mitigation measures described in Section 3.16.3.  
 
Since the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR analyses, the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP) was published by the Kern Council of Governments. The RTP functions as a 
regulatory action plan to ensure an efficient transportation system is developed in Kern County. The RTP 
does not present any traffic data specific to the Project site or surrounding areas, nor does it contain any 
thresholds or criteria which could be used to analyze potential transportation impacts associated with the 
Modified Project. 
 
As described in Table 2 in Section 2.0, Modified Project will have the same level of haul truck activity 
contemplated in the 2010 SEIR. Additionally, compared to the 1997 Project, the Modified Project would 
reduce the total mining rate from approximately 30 million tons per year to approximately 24 million tons 
per year.  For these reasons, truck trips, and associated vehicle miles traveled (“VMTs”), under the Modified 
Project will not change from current levels (i.e., what was assessed in 2010) and will be less than 
contemplated in the 1997 EIR/EIS. Additionally, existing Conditions of Approval No. 55 and 56 would 
continue to be implemented, unless already satisfied per the County’s approval.  Therefore, the Modified 
Project would not conflict with the RTP or other program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the 
circulation system, and the Modified Project’s potential impacts with mitigation would be unchanged 
compared to the project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
Thus, the 2010 SEIR concurred with the 1997 EIR/EIS findings and determined that no further analysis 
was necessary for the 2010 Project. The Modified Project would continue mining and transportation 
activities in the same manner as was considered in the 1997 and 2010, and would continue mining and 
transportation activities within the same geometric design framework as was considered in the 1997 
EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR analysis.    
 
Regarding Transportation and Traffic threshold of significance c above, the NOP/IS prepared in 
connection with the 1997 Project determined that the project site is located outside the influence areas of 
public airports and private airstrips (over two miles away from the project site). The Mojave Air and Space 
Port is located about 5 1/2 miles north of the project site while the Pontius airstrip and Lloyd’s Landing 
airstrip, both private airstrips, are located approximately 2 1/8 miles southeast and 7 miles southwest, 
respectively, of the proposed project. Since the project site is located outside the influence area of any 
public airport, or private airstrip, there would be no opportunity to conflict with the Kern County Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan or affect any air traffic patterns. The 2010 SEIR concurred with this 
conclusion, and this conclusion remains accurate for the Modified Project. 
 
For Transportation and Traffic threshold of significance e, the 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded: 

Onsite personnel will receive job training and annual refresher course training in 
emergency response procedures. Adequate access for emergency vehicles will be provided 
in all areas and fire hydrants will be located as required by the fire code and the Kern 
County Fire Department. Site tours and site-specific training will be provided for local 
emergency services. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 275) 
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The 2010 SEIR carried this information forward for the 2010 Project, and the Project was constructed with 
adequate emergency vehicle access and a fire protection system.  The Applicant provides training to onsite 
personnel and local emergency services.  The Modified Project would continue to provide training and 
emergency vehicle access in the same manner as was considered in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR 
analysis. Please see the figure presented in Appendix N which depicts the primary access points currently 
used and which are available for emergency vehicle access: 

• Main Access Road 

• Meyer Road 

• West Access Road (10618 Mojave-Tropico Road)   
 
Although not discussed in Appendix N, the following additional ingress/egress points could also be 
emergency vehicle access points in the event of an emergency: 

 New Eagle Road (This entrance will be used for access until the Leach Pad envelopes the area. It 
will then be closed). 

 East side of Holt Street, approximately 550 feet north of the intersection of Silver Queen Road and 
Holt Street at 12272 Holt Street (this is an entrance to an administrative office). 

 
The Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the project as analyzed in the 
1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
For Transportation and Traffic threshold of significance f, the 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded:  

Adequate parking would be provided onsite for employees, deliveries and visitors. There 
would be adequate internal circulation capacity, including entrance and exit, to safely 
accommodate the average and peak-hour traffic loads. Impacts are considered Less Than 
Significant. (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 285) 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the original mining project would provide adequate parking. The 2010 
SEIR concluded that the 2010 Project would continue to provide adequate parking onsite and similarly, 
would not result in any significant impact. The Project was in fact constructed with adequate onsite parking, 
and this remain accurate under the Modified Project, which proposes no change to current parking facilities. 
 
Regarding Transportation and Traffic threshold of significance g above, the 1997 NOP/IS indicated 
that the County General Plan did not have any adopted alternative transportation policies, plans, or 
programs relative to the project site, and this remained true in the 2010 SEIR. As noted above, in 2018 the 
2018 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP) was published by the 
Kern Council of Governments.  However, the RTP does not present any traffic data specific to the Project 
site or surround areas, nor does it contain any thresholds or criteria which could be used to analyze potential 
transportation impacts.  Therefore, the RTP is not applicable and was not utilized to determine 
transportation impacts associated with the Modified Project. 
 
Finally, effective January 2019, the CEQA Appendix G checklist was updated to address transportation 
impacts pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3 relating to VMTs.  This criteria section was not 
analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS or 2010 SEIR because it had not yet been adopted as part of the Appendix G 



SECTION 3.0  
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020  98 

CEQA Guidelines.  CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3 states that “vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the 
most appropriate measure of transportation impacts” when completing an environmental analysis.  The 
absence of a VMT impact analysis in the 1997 EIR/EIS does not require preparation of such an analysis for 
the Modified Project because information regarding VMT for the Project is not “new information, which 
was not known and could not have been known at the time the [prior analysis] was certified as complete”.  
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21166(c); see, e.g., Citizens Against Airport Pollution v. City of San Jose (2014) 
227 Cal.App.4th 788.) 
 
While VMTs were not quantified in either the 1997 EIR/EIS or 2010 SEIR, the Project’s total increase in 
traffic was analyzed in terms of average daily trips (ADT) and level of service (LOS) impacts on affected 
roadways.  The 2010 SEIR included analysis of the 2010 Project’s ADT and states, in part, as follows: 

“The total increase in traffic on Silver Queen Road during the construction phase of the 
project, including employees and delivery trucks, is 413 average daily trips (ADT) or 100 
percent. The current volume to capacity ratio of 0.03 would be increased by construction 
traffic to 0.05. This increase would not affect the level of service (LOS) on Silver Queen 
Road and is therefore, considered Less Than Significant.…The total increase in traffic from 
current use during operation of the mine, including employees and supply trucks, is 375 
ADT, an increase of 91 percent over the current 410 ADT. The capacity of Silver Queen 
Road is 15,000 ADT. The volume to capacity ratio would be increased from 0.03 to 0.08 
by the year 2014. This increase would not affect the LOS on Silver Queen Road and is 
therefore, considered Less Than Significant. (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 283) 

Aggregate sales may result in additional truck traffic of approximately 70 daily round trips 
(140 ADT). The traffic associated with the possible sale of aggregate together with traffic 
associated with operation of the mine would add 515 ADT to the current 410 ADT, an 
increase of 126 percent on Silver Queen Road. The volume to capacity ratio would be 
increased to 0.09 and is therefore, Less Than Significant. (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 283) 

The project traffic would not increase the volume to capacity ratio enough to affect the 
LOS of State Route 14 and is, therefore, considered Less Than Significant.”  (1997 
EIR/EIS, p. 284) 

 
As discussed previously, the Modified Project’s truck trips will be equal to or less than the project as 
analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS.  The total mining rate will be approximately 24 million tons per year, 
compared to the 30 million tons per year analyzed and approved in 1997.  As such, truck trips, and 
associated VMTs, will consequently remain less than analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and, consistent with 
current conditions, and impacts would remain less than significant with no mitigation proposed. 
 
3.16.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

Regulatory Requirements 

 Kern County policy requires roadways to maintain a level of service of D or better.  
 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

 The entrance road from Silver Queen Road to the office area will be paved (Condition of 
Approval No. 55).  
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 A left-turn lane on Silver Queen Road at the entrance to the project site to be constructed 
(Condition of Approval No. 56).  

 An overlay of 0.36 feet, 32 feet wide (two 12-foot travel lanes with two four-foot shoulders), 
and 6,500 feet in length along Silver Queen Road to be constructed (Condition of Approval 
No. 56).  

 In lieu of constructing the requisite overlay improvements to Silver Queen Road, the project 
proponent may provide in-lieu payment to the Kern County Roads Department based upon cost 
estimates submitted to that department for review and approval. Fees received would be used 
specifically for the future overlay of Silver Queen Road and would be collected prior to the 
issuance of any building or grading permits for the project (Condition of Approval No. 56). 

 
3.16.4 Technical Study Analyses 

 1997 EIR/EIS 

 2010 SEIR 

 Golden Queen Materials, Inc. – Transportation Memorandum (GQM 2019). (see Appendix N) 
 
3.16.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the transportation analysis set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR, and the 
conclusions adopted with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and 
are unchanged by the Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum. Transportation impacts 
will remain less than analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and, with respect to aggregate trucking, consistent with 
current levels.  Additionally, the regulatory requirements and mitigation measures/conditions of approval 
from the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR and the current CUPs (CUP No. 41, Map 213; CUP No. 22, Map 214; 
and CUP No. 27, Map 196) that are currently applicable to the Project will continue to be implemented, 
and no different or additional mitigation measures are proposed.  
 
With respect to transportation impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial changes to the 
project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the project as 
analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was 
not known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe 
impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to address. (CEQA § 
21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
 
3.17 Tribal Cultural Resources 

3.17.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Tribal Cultural Resources effects if it would: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 
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i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of 
the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

 
3.17.2 Impact Analysis 

The 1997 EIR/EIS analyzed potential impacts to cultural resources consistent with Appendix G CEQA 
Guidelines and Kern County’s Environmental Checklist Form in effect at that time (the current Tribal 
Cultural Resources guidelines were adopted as part of Appendix G effective January 2019 and Kern County 
subsequently updated its Environmental Checklist Form).    
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the Project’s impacts to cultural resources would be significant before 
mitigation based on impacts to four historical sites.  These sites, identified as CA-KER-4446H, CA-KER-
4447H, CA-KER-4448H, and CA-KER-4449H, consist of a non-tribal complex of building remains, non-
tribal residential complex, and early mining infrastructure, respectively (1997 FEIR/EIS, pp. 236, 239-240).  
These sites were not tribal cultural resources, as that term is defined in Public Resources Code section 
21074. 
 
The recommended mitigation presented in the 1997 EIR/EIS for this significant impact was as follows: 

 A Phase III Data Recovery (salvage excavation and architectural recording) will be conducted at 
four sites. (Condition of Approval No. 41) 

 Seven sites will have an archaeological monitor review the areas during grading activity. 
(Condition of Approval No. 42) 

 
For the level of significance after mitigation (residual impacts), the 1997 FEIR/EIS found: 

As a result of the proposed mitigation measures, the impact to the cultural resources on 
both private and federal lands would be Less Than Significant. The Phase III Data 
Recovery will actually preserve artifacts and information which would otherwise be lost to 
continued decay (1997 FEIR/EIS, p. 242). 

 
As part of the preparation of the 1997 EIR/EIS, the BLM consulted with the following tribal organizations: 

  Native American Heritage Council; 
  Native American Heritage Preservation Council; and 
  Native American Heritage Commission (“NAHC”).    

 
BLM sent letters to the recognized Kiwasu/Paiute Native American elder and Native American Heritage 
Preservation Council of Kern County. Both letters outlined and identified details of the 1997 Project 
and the results of the cultural resources inventories that were completed, as well as requesting tribal input 
regarding information on special religious and cultural values within the Project Area.  Both parties 
provided comments in response to the request, which were addressed in the final 1997 EIR/EIS.   
 
GQMC has complied with these mitigation measures and completed the Phase III Data Recovery survey in 
2007. "Phase III Data Recovery at CA-KER-4446H, -4447H & -4449H, Mojave, Kern County, California", 
(W&S Consultants 2007) was prepared and concluded that no additional archaeological work is 
recommended. 
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The Project evaluated in the 2010 SEIR was determined to have no new or substantially changed impacts 
because of compliance with the Phase III Data Recovery mitigation measure (Condition of Approval No. 
41). GQMC has also complied with archaeological monitoring as identified in the 1997 EIR/EIS.  Also, as 
part of the 2010 SEIR CEQA process, in response to the Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) prepared for the 
Project, the NAHC provided a letter dated August 25, 2008 to Kern County with a finding that no sacred 
lands sites were indicated on the site, based on a review of the Sacred Lands File.   
 
The Modified Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource as defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 (W&S Consultants 2018).  The Modified 
Project Area includes portions of the 1997 and 2010 Project Areas and the Permit Modification Area (see 
Figure 2). The Permit Modification Area was conservatively defined to include 578 acres outside the 2010 
SEIR Project Area, even though all but 258 acres had been previously analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS. 
 
W&S Consultants (2019) performed a Phase I field survey of the privately owned lands5 within the Permit 
Modification Area that resulted in the identification and re-recording of three previously-recorded historic 
period sites (i.e., CA-KER-009426H, CA-KER-007815H, and CA-KER-004693H) and isolated prehistoric 
flakes. None of the three previously-recorded findings constitute tribal cultural resources. The mitigation 
measures (i.e., Conditions of Approval No. 41 and No. 42) imposed in connection with the 1997 EIR/EIS 
and 2010 SEIR require archaeological monitoring during topsoil grading at specified sites. This mitigation 
measure remains appropriate for this site and no new mitigation is required. 
 
Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.6 regarding undiscovered human remains, the 1997 EIR/EIS found 
that existing regulatory requirements provided for procedures in the event of discovery of human remains. 
The 2010 SEIR determined that the Project would not result in new impacts or a substantial change to the 
conclusions found in the 1997 EIR/EIS. There are no known human remains on the Project site (Kern 
County 2010). 
 
The Modified Project is not anticipated to disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries. The 2019 Phase I field survey uncovered no human remains or funerary objects (W&S 
Consultants 2019). There are no known human remains within the Modified Project Area. In addition, 
existing regulatory requirements provide for procedures that will continue to apply to the Modified Project 
in the event of discovery of human remains. 
 
3.17.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

Regulatory Requirements 

 The Kern County Planning and Natural Resources Department transmitted notification letters to 
requesting tribes on June 18, 2020, as required by Assembly Bill 52 (“AB 52”), as codified in 
Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1. et seq. 

 If any unknown tribal cultural resources (i.e., archaeological artifacts, human remains) are 
discovered in the course of operations on federal land, the operator shall bring this to the attention 
of the authorized officer and shall leave such discovery intact until told to proceed by the authorized 
officer. 

                                                      
5 All BLM lands within the Modified Project Area were part of the 1997 Project and analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS.  
The BLM has reviewed the Modified Project on BLM lands and made a Determination of NEPA Adequacy based on 
the 1997 EIR/EIS. 
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 In the event of discovery of human remains, work in the area will halt until the coroner has 
determined that no investigation of the cause of death is required; or, if the remains are of Native 
American origin, until descendants have made a recommendation to the owner regarding proper 
disposal of remains, or no descendants have been identified or descendants failed to make a 
recommendation with 24 hours of notification. If no recommendation is received, remains are to 
be reinterred with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to future 
development. 

 
Existing Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

 As part of the worker education program, construction contractors and operations personnel will 
be instructed regarding the sensitivity of cultural resources and the presence of laws against 
unauthorized collection and disturbance. (Condition of Approval No. 39) 

 If any unknown archaeological/cultural resources are discovered on private land during the course 
of mining or reclamation, work in the area of discovery shall be stopped and a qualified archeologist 
contacted to evaluate the find and, if necessary, mitigate impacts prior to resumption of work. 
(Condition of Approval No. 40) 

 A Phase III Data Recovery (salvage excavation and architectural recording) will be conducted at 
four sites. (Condition of Approval No. 41)  This condition of approval has been satisfied. 

 Seven sites will have an archaeological monitor review the area during grading activity. (Condition 
of Approval No. 42). 

 
3.17.4 Technical Study Analysis 

 1997 EIR/EIS 

 2010 SEIR 

 Phase III Data Recovery at CA-KER-4446H, -4447H & -4449H, Mojave, Kern County, California 
(see Appendix G) 

 Phase I Archaeological Survey (see Appendix H) 
 
3.17.5 Addendum Conclusion 

As described above and previously in Section 3.6, the analyses included in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 
SEIR and conclusions adopted with the certification of these previous environmental documents remain 
accurate and are unchanged by the Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum.  In the 
addition, the regulatory requirements and mitigation measures/conditions of approval from the 1997 
EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR and the current CUPs (CUP No. 41, Map 213; CUP No. 22, Map 214; and CUP No. 
27, Map 196) that are currently applicable to the Project will continue to be implemented, and no different 
or additional mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
With respect to tribal cultural resources impacts as defined under PRC Section 21074, the Modified Project 
does not entail any changes to the Project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in 
circumstances surrounding the Project as analyzed in 1997 or 2010, or new information about the Project 
as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was not known and could not have been known that would result in new 
significant impacts or more severe significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 and that 
would require major revisions to address. (CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
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3.18 Utilities and Service Systems 

3.18.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
Utilities and Service System effects if it would: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 
or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?  

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?  

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments?  

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?  

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related 
to solid waste?  

 
3.18.2 Impact Analysis 

For Utilities and Service Systems thresholds of significance a through e above, the 1997 EIR/EIS 
concluded: 

“The proposed project will not result in the need for new electrical transmission systems, 
communications systems or sewer treatment. New septic systems will be installed for onsite 
use following the approval by Kern County Environmental Health Services Department. 
Industrial water will be supplied by onsite water wells and drinking water will be supplied 
by bottled water. Stormwater drainage will be retained onsite. Non-mining wastes, such as 
office waste, will be removed from the site by a contract hauler for disposal in an approved 
landfill. Regulated wastes, such as used oil and laboratory wastes, will be manifested and 
transported from the site by authorized haulers.…No impacts to public services and 
utilities are anticipated from the proposed project.” (1997 EIR/EIS, pg. 138 and 139) 

 
The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded that the Project would not result in substantial adverse impacts to utilities and 
service systems, including those resulting from the provision of drainage, water, sewer, and solid waste 
facilities and services. The 2010 Project proposed similar mining operations onsite and, likewise, would 
not result in any significant impacts. The Modified Project would not entail any operational changes that 
would substantially affect the demand for utilities as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR. 
Therefore, the Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged compared to the Project as 
analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS and as reconfirmed in the 2010 SEIR. 
 
3.18.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations and Conditions 

The 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR determined that impacts related to utilities and service systems were less 
than significant; therefore, no mitigation measures and/or conditions were necessary. 
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3.18.4 Technical Study Analysis 

Other than the language found in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, technical studies were not required to 
assess Utilities and Service Systems impacts. 
 
3.18.5 Addendum Conclusion 

As described above, the analysis set forth in the 1997 EIR/EIS, 2010 SEIR, and conclusions adopted with 
the certification of these previous environmental documents remain accurate and are unchanged by the 
Modified Project or the analysis presented in this Addendum. No mitigation measures were set forth in the 
1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR because impacts were considered less than significant, and no additional 
mitigation measures are proposed under the Modified Project. 
 
With respects to utility and service systems impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial 
changes to the Project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the 
project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 
that was not known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more 
severe significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to 
address. (CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162) 
 
3.19 Wildfire 

3.19.1 Significance Thresholds 

The Kern County Environmental Checklist Form indicates that a project would have significant adverse 
wildfire effects if the project would: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

 
3.19.2 Impact Analysis 

The 1997 EIR/EIS did not analyze the Project’s wildfire impacts consistent with the current Appendix G 
standards because this resource section had not yet been adopted as part of the Appendix G CEQA 
Guidelines (this resource section was adopted as part of Appendix G effective January 2019).  The absence 
of a wildfire impact analysis in the 1997 EIR/EIS consistent with current Appendix G standards does not 
require preparation of such an analysis for the Modified Project because information regarding wildfire is 
not “new information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time the [prior analysis] 
was certified as complete”.  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21166(c); see, e.g., Citizens Against Airport Pollution 
v. City of San Jose (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 788; see also California Natural Resources Agency, Final 
Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action Amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines, November 2018, 
pp. 39-42.) 



SECTION 3.0  
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020  105 

Further, in response to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Hazards and Hazardous Materials standards in 
effect at the time, the 1997 EIR/EIS included analysis of the 2010 Project’s potential to “expose people or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands 
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.”  (1997 EIR/EIS, pp. 
272, 275; 2010 SEIR, pp. 1-31, 4.1-33.)  The 1997 EIR/EIS concluded: “The proposed project will not 
require additional fire department staff or equipment to maintain an acceptable level of service, therefore, 
the impact would be Less Than Significant.” (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 272).  Additionally, “Adequate access for 
emergency vehicles will be provided in all areas and fire hydrants will be located as required by the fire 
code and the Kern County Fire Department.” (1997 EIR/EIS, p. 275). 
 
The 2010 SEIR additionally stated as follows: 

The 1997 FEIR/EIS did not specifically identify fire hazards as “wildland fires.” However, 
potential impacts are not expected for two main reasons. First, the 1997 FEIR/EIS did 
require that the project’s fire improvements and facilities be provided and located in 
accordance with the Fire Code and County Fire Department requirements. Provision of 
these fire improvements and facilities would help mitigate potential fire hazards in the 
area. Secondly, the 1997 FEIR/EIS concluded that the project would not require additional 
fire staff or equipment, nor would the current level of fire protection services be affected. 
Given that the mining operations and uses proposed with the Revised Project [2010 
Project] are similar with the 1997 Project, it could be concluded that the Revised Project 
would not result in any additional significant fire-related impacts. Further discussion in 
this SEIR is not required.  (2010 SEIR, pp. 4.1-33 – 4.1-34.) 

 
The 2010 SEIR described the Project’s fire protection system as follows: 

A firewater loop, with hydrants at key locations, will be constructed as a component of the 
overall fire protection system. Three firewater storage tanks with capacities of 20,000 
gallons each are planned to store water exclusively for fire protection and to supply the 
firewater loop in the area of the crushing/screening plant. As a precautionary measure, 
the main water storage tank will also have a fire hose connection. The firewater loop will 
function as a gravity system.  (2010 SEIR, pp. 3-36, 3-37.)   

 
This fire protection system has since been constructed and is in operation at the Project site.  In addition to 
the 60,000 gallon capacity (i.e., three tanks with 20,000 gallon capacity each) described in the 2010 SEIR, 
GQM has since constructed three additional water storage tank with an additional capacity of 30,000 gallons 
each (90,000 additional gallons total). 
 
The 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR conclusions remain accurate.  Mining and reclamation activities under 
the Modified Project would not create new or more significant wildfire impacts compared to those under 
the 1997 Project or 2010 Project, or compared to existing conditions. 
 
For Wildfire threshold of significance a, the nearest state responsibility area (SRA) is located 
approximately 2.4 miles west of the Modified Project at the foothills of the Tehachapi Mountains (CalFire, 
2007). The nearest very high fire hazard severity zone (“VHFHSZ”) is located approximately 7.5 miles 
west of the Modified Project within the Tehachapi Mountains (CalFire, 2007). Please see Figure 7 which 
describes the Project site location in relation to the nearest SRA and VHFHSZ.  No adopted emergency 
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response plan or emergency evacuation plan applies to the Project site or immediate vicinity.  For these 
reasons, the Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged (i.e., less than significant) compared 
to the Project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS. 
 
For Wildfire threshold of significance b and d, the Modified Project would not expose people or 
structures to significant risks due to wildfires. The Project site is located adjacent to the Mojave Desert 
basin, which is generally undeveloped. The area surrounding the Project site contains a wind farm to the 
west, a solar array to the north, and low density residential to the east and south. Open space areas between 
land uses have very little vegetation, with the exception of low-lying desert flora, and the sandy, gravelly 
soils are generally low in organic matter. Due to the lack of vegetation in the area, an uncontrolled wildfire 
is unlikely.  
 
Additionally, none of existing or proposed features of the Project site (slopes, structures, etc.) would 
exacerbate and/or increase the spread of wildfires in the area. Conversely, the developed Project site was 
cleared of vegetation prior to commencement of excavation, and would have sloped pit walls as mining 
progresses. These cleared areas and topography would serve as a natural fire barrier if uncontrolled wildfire 
were to break out in the surrounding area. 
 
In the unlikely event of a large wildfire within the Mojave area that adversely impacts ambient air quality, 
the onsite manager may limit operations if worker safety is at risk. Thick smoke and debris may pose a risk 
to workers’ respiratory health or may present a safety hazard if visibility is extremely poor. Although 
considered unlikely, if conditions present such risks to workers, the onsite manager will have the authority 
to restrict outdoor operations.   
 
Lastly, implementation of the Modified Project also would not increase the risk of downstream flooding or 
landslides in the event of an upstream wildfire. In addition, the excavated mine site would direct any flood 
waters, drainage and/or landslides toward open spaces to the north and west, away from people and 
structures. The Modified Project would not expose people or structures to significant risks associated with 
flooding or landslides upstream fire instability. 
 
For these reasons, the Modified Project’s potential impacts would be unchanged (i.e., less than significant) 
compared to the Project as analyzed in the 1997 EIR/EIS. 
 
For Wildfire threshold of significance c, all Project infrastructure has already been constructed.  This 
infrastructure includes the fire protection system described in the 2010 SEIR (pp. 3-36, 3-37), as well as 
90,000 gallons of additional water storage capacity as discussed above.  This existing water onsite storage 
infrastructure is sufficient to serve the Modified Project, and therefore the Modified Project includes no 
additional infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment, therefore impacts would remain less than significant with no mitigation necessary. 
 
3.19.3 Compliance with Existing Regulatory Requirements, Mitigations, and Conditions 

Wildfire was adopted as a CEQA environmental factor in January 2019; therefore, this resource area was 
not evaluated in the prior 1997 EIR/EIS or 2010 SEIR.  Consequently, no impact analysis was performed 
and corresponding mitigations or conditions of approval were not identified.  However, The 1997 FEIR/EIS 
and 2010 SEIR determined that impacts from other resource sections related to wildfire were less than 
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significant; therefore, no mitigation measures and/or conditions were necessary.  There are no relevant or 
applicable regulatory standards. 
 
3.19.4 Technical Study Analyses 

Other than the language found in the 1997 EIR/EIS and 2010 SEIR, technical studies were not required to 
assess wildfire impacts. 

3.19.5 Addendum Conclusions 

As described above, the Modified Project’s wildfire impacts would be similar to those of the 1997 Project 
and 2010 project.  With respect to wildfire impacts, the Modified Project does not entail substantial changes 
to the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, a substantial change in circumstances surrounding the project 
as analyzed in 1997 and 2010, or new information about the project as analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that was 
not known and could not have been known that would result in new significant impacts or more severe 
significant impacts that were not analyzed in 1997 and 2010 that would require major revisions to address. 
(CEQA § 21166; CEQA Guidelines § 15162.) 
 



SECTION 4.0  
LIST OF PREPARERS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020  108 

4.0 List of Preparers 

4.1 Lead Agency 

4.1.1 Kern County Planning and Natural Resources Department 

 Craig Murphy – Assistant Director 
 Katrina Slayton – Division Chief 
 Terrance Smalls – Supervising Planner 
 Randall Cates, Planner III 

 
4.2 Technical Assistance 

4.2.1 Sespe Consulting, Inc. 

 John Hecht, PE – President 
 Brian Anderson PG – Principal Geologist 
 Graham Stephens – Environmental Professional III 
 Helen Eloyan – Planner I 
 Drew Taylor – Planner I  

 
4.2.2 WestLand Resources, Inc. 

 Amanda Best – Senior Environmental Consultant 
 David Cersale, PhD – Director of Natural Resources 

 
4.2.3 WRA Environmental Consultants 

 Kari Dupler, PWS – Senior Biologist 
 Shawn Carroll – Biologist 
 Jonathan Hidalgo, AICP, MCRP, MPP – Senior Associate Environmental Planner 

 
4.2.4 W&S Consultants 

 Joseph Simon – Principal Archaeologist 
  



SECTION 4.0  
LIST OF PREPARERS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020  109 

5.0 References 

ARCADIS G&M, Inc. Soledad Mountain Project – Baseline Soil Characterization Report. 2007. 
 
Bamberg, Samuel A. 2007. Revegetation Plan for Soledad Mountain Project. Prepared for Kern County 

Planning Department and Bureau of Land Management. Mojave, California: Golden Queen 
Mining Co., Inc. Original edition, Originally published March 1997; Revision published March 
2007. 

 
Bamberg, Samuel A., and S. Lynn Bamberg. 1997. Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation for Soledad 

Mountain Project. Prepared for Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. Littleton, Colorado. April 1997. 
68 pp. 

 
Bamberg, Samuel A., and S. Lynn Bamberg. 2006. Addendum to Biological and Soil Resource 

Evaluation for Soledad Mountain Project. Prepared for Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. 
Littleton, Colorado. Original edition, April 1997; Revision and addendum June 2006. June 
2006. 4 pp. 

 
Bamberg, Samuel A., S. Lynn Bamberg, and Golder Associates Inc. 2008. Soil Salvage, Stockpiling, and 

Use Plan for the Soledad Mountain Project. Prepared for Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc. 
November 2008. 

 
Bransfield, Raymond. 2008. Notice of Preparation Comment Letter, addressed to Scott Denney, Kern 

County Planning. Ventura, California: United States Department of the Interior – Fish and 
Wildlife Service. September 2008. 

 
Brauch, Tom, ADVM2. 2019. Technical Memorandum, Golden Queen Mine Modification Air Quality 

Impacts. Prepared for Golden Queen Mining Company. September 2019 
 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region. 2010.Amended Monitoring and 

Reporting Program for Golden Queen Mining Company, Inc. Soledad Mountain Project. 
No. R6V-2010- 0031-A01 WDID NO. 6B159708001. Kern County, California. July 2010. 96 pp. 

 
Carroll, Shawn. WRA Environmental Consultants. 2019. Eagle Assessment Memorandum, Prepared for 

WestLand Resources, Inc.. San Diego, California: WRA Environmental Consultants. November 
2019 

 
Dupler, Kari. 2019. Biological Resources Assessment, Golden Queen Mine, Kern County, California. 

Prepared for WestLand Resources, Inc.: WRA Environmental Consultants. Dated November 
2019. 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC. 2019. Environmental, Safety and Health Policy. June 2019. 1 p. 
 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC. 2019. Soledad Mountain Project Mine Design and Material 

Storage Plan. October 2019. 12 pp. 
 
Kern County. 2010. Golden Queen Mining Co. Inc., Soledad Mountain Final Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Report. Volumes 1-8 (Appendices A-W). Prior State Clearinghouse 
Number 96061052. Mojave, Kern County, California, October 2010. 

 



SECTION 4.0  
LIST OF PREPARERS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020  110 

Kern County and Bureau of Land Management. 1997. Golden Queen Mining Co., Inc. Soledad 
Mountain Project Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement, 
Volumes 1-7 (Appendices I through XIII). State Clearinghouse Number 96061052. 
Mojave, Kern County, California. September 1997. 

 
Kiel, Richard, and Chris Muth. 2019. Updated Closure and Reclamation Cost Estimate for Stage 1 and 

Stage 2 Bonding, Golden Queen Mine, Mojave, California. Prepared for Golden Queen Mining 
Company, LLC. Golder Associates Inc. March, 2019. 66 pp. 

 
Kiel, Richard, and Chris Muth. 2019. Updated Reasonably Foreseeable Release Plan and Financial 

Assurance Cost Estimate, Golden Queen Mine, Mojave, California. Prepared for Golden Queen 
Mining Company, LLC. Golder Associates Inc. May, 2019. 11 pp. 

 
Kiel, Richard, and Hülya Salihoğlu Ertürk. 2019. Stability Assessment for the Surge Piles. Prepared for 

Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC. Golder Associates Inc. October, 2019. 33 pp. 
 
Sespe Consulting, Inc. 2019. Financial Assurance Cost Estimate for Golden Queen Mining Company, 

LLC. Prepared for Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC. Ventura, California: Sespe Consulting, 
Inc. October 2019. 

 
Sherwin, Rick. 2018. Bat Habitat Survey Soledad Mountain Mine Permit Amendment. Prepared for 

Holistic Wildlife Services, NM LLC. Newport News, Virginia: Christopher Newport University. 
September 2018. 178 pp. 

 
Sunrise Consulting. 2009. Desert Tortoise Focused Survey Report, Soledad Mountain Project, Prepared 

for Golden Queen Mining Co., Inc.. Redlands, California: Sunrise Consulting, May 2009. 22 pp. 
 
Swerdfeger, Pearce. 2019. Drainage Plan Update (Revision 5). Prepared for Golden Queen Mining 

Company, LLC. Ventura, California: Sespe Consulting, Inc. September 2019. 173 pp. 
 
Westland Resources, Inc. 2019. Revegetation Plan for Soledad Mountain Project. Prepared for Golden 

Queen Mining Company, LLC. Tucson, Arizona: Westland Resources, Inc. October 2019. 29 pp. 
 
Wythes, Thomas, and Richard Kiel. 2019. Pit Slope Assessment. Prepared for Golden Queen Mining 

Company, LLC. Golder Associates Inc. October, 2019. 56 pp. 
 
WZI Inc. 1997. Soledad Mountain Project, Mojave, Kern County, California: Surface Mining 

Reclamation Plan. Submitted to Kern County Department of Planning on behalf of Golden Queen 
Mining Company. Bakersfield, California: WZI Inc. Original edition, May 1996; Revised August 
1996; Revised January 1997; Revised March 1997; Final Revision April 1997. 

 
 



 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020   

Figures 
Figure 1:  Regional Location Map  

Figure 2:  1997/2010/Modified Project Comparison  

Figure 3:  Zoning Classifications 

Figure 4:  General Plan Classification Map 

Figure 5:  Modified Project Overview 

Figure 6:  Visual Assessment Baseline Comparison 

Figure 7:  SRA and VHFHSZ Proximity  
  

















 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020   

Appendices 
Appendix A: Visual Assessment for Soledad Mountain Project (Westland Resources, Inc., 2019) 

Appendix B: Golden Queen Mine Modification Air Quality Impacts (Advanced Monitoring Methods, 
2020) 

Appendix C: Second Addendum to the Biological and Soil Resource Evaluation for Soledad Mountain 
Project (Westland Resources, Inc., 2019) 

Appendix D: Golden Queen Mine Drainages (WRA, Inc., 2019) 

Appendix E: Biological Resources Assessment (WRA, Inc., 2019) 

Appendix F: Revegetation Plan for Soledad Mountain Project (Westland Resources, Inc., 2019) 

Appendix G: Phase III Data Recovery at CA-KER-4446H, - 4447H & -4449H, Mojave, Kern County, 
California (W&S Consultants, 2007) 

Appendix H: Phase I Archaeological Survey (W&S Consultants, 2019) 

Appendix I: Pit Slope Assessment (Golder Associates Inc., 2019)  

Appendix J: Stability Assessment for the Surge Piles (Golder Associates Inc., 2019)  

Appendix K: Drainage Plan Update (Revision 5) (Sespe Consulting, Inc., 2019) 

Appendix L: Final Hydrogeology Report (2019 Update) (Arcadis G&M, Inc., 2019) 

Appendix M: Ambient Noise Measurements & Compliance with Conditions of Approval for Noise 
(Sespe Consulting, Inc., 2019) 

Appendix N: Transportation Memorandum (Golden Queen Materials, LLC, 2019) 
  



 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020   

Appendix A – Visual Assessment 
  







































 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020   

Appendix B – Golden Queen Mine Modification Air Quality Impacts 
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Appendix C – Second Addendum to the Biological and Soil Resource 
Evaluation for Soledad Mountain Project 

  























































































































































 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020   

Appendix D – Golden Queen Mine Drainages 
  













































 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020   

Appendix E – Biological Resources Assessment 
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Appendix F – Revegetation Plan for Soledad Mountain Project 
  































































 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020   

Appendix G – Phase III Data Recovery at CA-KER-4446H, - 4447H & -4449H, 
Mojave, Kern County, California 
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Appendix H – Phase I Archaeological Survey 
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Appendix I – Pit Slope Assessment 
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Appendix J – Stability Assessment for the Surge Piles 
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Appendix K – Drainage Plan Update (Revision 5) 
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Appendix L – Final Hydrogeology Report 
  







































































































































































MWulftange
Stamp



MWulftange
Stamp







MWulftange
Stamp















































































































































































































 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 
 

 
Golden Queen Mining Company, LLC – Soledad Mountain Project Addendum 
July 2020   

Appendix M – Ambient Noise Measurements & Compliance with Conditions of 
Approval for Noise 
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Appendix N – Transportation Memorandum 
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